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Aid Program Vital 


BI-PARTISAN AUTHORITY ADMINISTRATION 
By THOMAS E. DEWEY, Governor of New York 
Delivered at the Forbes Magazine Dinner for Business Leaders, New York, N. Y., November 5, 1947 


E meet during a period when most reasonable men 

are concerned for the future of our domestic affairs 

and are genuinely troubled as to the proper course 
of our nation in foreign affairs. 

Internally, the nation is suffering the cruel effects of an 
inflationary rise in the cost of living as a result of the eco- 
nomic ignorance of the National Administration. 

In foreign affairs, from Teheran through Yalta to Pots- 
dam and since, we have seen our Government giving aid 
and comfort to Communist conquest. In Germany, the in- 
dustrial heart of Europe, our nation applied economic policies 
which have undermined recovery in all Europe. In the 
Orient, we have seen our own Government turn against 
our wartime Chinese allies and order them under pain of 
losing American support, to accept into their Government 
the very Communists who seek to destroy it. 

We have seen reconstruction falter because people did not 
work, either because they were unable, from lack of food, 
or unwilling, for lack of anything to buy with the wages 
they earned. We have seen Socialist experiments which we 
confidently believe to be tragic errors but which are the 
inevitable result of frustration and despair. 

While Europe and China are struggling along at a bare 
subsistence level, their confused peoples turn from one 
promised remedy to another with a rising sense of loneliness 
and desperation. 

In the face of such a dismaying picture it is not unnatural 
that sentiment in our own country should be confused. 
Many thoughtful people are saying we should withdraw 
from the world. They say Europe and China are finished 
and we should not dissipate our strength in trying to save 
them. 

Meanwhile, a great program is being prepared for con- 
sideration by the Congress to help stabilize Europe, while 


nothing is yet proposed concerning China. It is very easy, 
out of sentiment, to accept uncritically any program to aid 
starving millions of people and to help preserve free gov- 
ernments. It is equally easy to say we cannot afford any 
program at all on top of our own staggering war debt and 
destructive levels of present income taxes. 

The serious economic and diplomatic blunders of the 
National Administration make it even more difficult to 
reach sound decisions calmly and without partisanship. But 
I earnestly believe that is our duty. 

Despite the blunders of the Administration, real progress 
has been made in some directions. The bipartisan foreign 
policy, which I had the honor to inaugurate during the 
summer of 1944, has been notably successful where it has 
been followed. 

Through the distinguished leadership and labors of Sena- 
tor Arthur H. Vandenberg and Mr. John Foster Dulles, 
we were prevented in the early days of the peace from 
scuttling our other friends, as was done in the case of China, 
and our prestige in the United Nations has steadily mounted. 
I do not believe this country will ever know the tremendous 
debt of gratitude it owes to the unselfish labors and high 
patriotism of Senator Vandenberg and Mr. Dulles. 

It has been well said that we are in a cold war. We are 
in it for the simple reason we are being attacked by all 
means short of war. The attack is by the most violent 
form of propaganda, falsehood, political penetration and 
economic sabotage. The whole system of political and eco- 
nomic freedom for which our country stands is under at- 
tack by those who would establish a world-wide rule of a 
police state. 

This attack is being hurled against us by able and purpose- 
ful men who know what they want and propose to get it. 
We need to understand their objectives. They are broadly 
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two: First, to intimidate free governments everywhere into 
accepting Soviet leadership and, second, to mislead or in- 
timidate the American people into refraining from giving 
aid to those who need it. 

The Soviets believe the way to block our policy of re- 
storing economic health to the world is to shout that this 
policy of ours will lead to war. They know the American 
people want no war. Of course, the simple truth is that 
the only risk of war comes from the Soviet attempt to estab- 
lish police states and dictatorship over people who have 
known and love freedom. The surest way to avoid war is 
to create a strong and determined world of free nations. 
The risk of war is that the Kremlin will repeat the mistake 
of other despots in 1914 and again in 1939—the mistake of 
believing that free people cannot or will not resist slavery. 

Nevertheless, there is a school of thought which says we 
should leave our friends in Europe and Asia to work them- 
selves out of the mess alone or in the alternative that “they are 
done for any way. Let them try communism if they want 
to and then they will come back to free governments.” But 
the unhappy fact is that once a Communist dictatorship is 
set up there is no peaceful escape; if you believe in freedom, 
you're likely to be dead. Moreover, after the spiritual and 
physical devastation of six years of total war people cannot 
easily come back themselves without some help. The whole 
basis of Europe’s economy has been dislocated. On top of 
that a severe winter and a summer of drought have resulted 
in the worst European crop failures in a hundred years. In 
China the people are not only hungry but their economy is 
prostrate and they are under heavy military attack from the 
very forces into whose hands they were betrayed at Yalta. 
That is all on the record. 

In my judgment we have no choice today whether or not 
to act in this emergency. It is unthinkable that, after a suc- 
cessful war at staggering cost in blood and resources, we 
should now stop and surrender the fruits of victory. We 
will be doing just that if we permit the free nations to fall 
into economic chaos and then under Soviet control. 

Our only choice is whether we act effectively or stupidly 
as we have in the past; whether we act in time or too late 
and, finally, whether we show our determination to succeed 
and inspire those we aid to the same determination. 

I cannot say that we are bound to succeed. We cannot 
be positive that the further money spent will not be wasted. 
The Russians are confidently counting on our failure. They 
believe that their great allies, misery and starvation, will 
bring Communist revolutions the world over. That is why 
they are opposing us so violently in the United Nations. 
That is why they oppose every effort to restore economic 
health and well being to the free nations. They also hope 
that we are going to bungle the job of using our resources, 
which are definitely limited, and thus bring on inflation fol- 
lowed by depression here at home. 

All these are possible, but as reasonable men, we must 
make up our minds which course is most likely to succeed 
and then follow that course with a degree of perseverance 
and skill we have not yet shown. 

Only the quickest look at the alternative gives a ghastly 
picture. If, as a mere 140,000,000 people, we found our- 
selves in the midst of a conquered world, from France to 
China, we should find more than a billion people in an 
armed camp under the control of an aggressive dictatorship 
arrayed against us. In terms of dollars, such a condition 
would cost us in national defense alone, a great deal more 
than any program of aid to Europe and it would cost us 
that annually for years to come. In terms of living stand- 
ards, we should sink to a level not seen by any living person 
in this country. In terms of our liberties, I find it difficult 








to see how we could avoid a degree of economic control 
which would cut the very heart out of our system. 

We have only one choice and that is wisely to aid those 
who stand with us in the world in the hope that they will 
rise again as bulwarks of the institution of human freedom. 

There are even more problems in determining the nature 
of such a program as in determining its wisdom. It has 
been suggested that we should not help any nation which 
has nationalized any industry. 

Such a policy would, I think, be very unwise. There are 
two worlds today. That is enough. In fact, it is one too 
many. We should not adopt a course which would create 
three worlds. In the free world, economic systems are not 
all alike. We do not share the Socialist ideas prevailing in 
some nations and we believe some of their programs to be 
affirmatively dangerous to the welfare of their people. I 
am sure in my own mind that if those nations would restore 
initiative and free enterprise their progress would be im- 
mediately accelerated. But we shall not achieve that result 
by lecturing from afar or withholding aid if they do not 
change their practices. So long as human liberty is main- 
tained as a principal objective of a government that govern- 
ment is our friend. 

In a task as immense as this, we should find out to the 
best of our ability what needs to be done and then, learning 
from the errors of the past, chart a course which has a 
maximum chance of success. We have seen plenty of errors. 
In the two and a half years since the end of the war with 
Germany the United States has provided around $20,000,- 
000,000 in assistance to foreign nations. Much of this has 
been handled in the most incompetent manner. Much has 
been so distributed that the Soviet got credit for it. Our 
motives have been suspected and our purposes grossly 
maligned. What is more important we have not succeeded. 

Foreign borrowers have been allowed to use some of the 
money we have advanced to compete with each other in our 
domestic markets to purchase commodities in short supply. 
This has helped further to create speculation and price 
inflation. 

Our Government has also failed to encourage initiative 
and enterprise. The Ruhr is a conspicuous example. For 
some time past we have shared a direct responsibility in the 
Ruhr and for a long time we have had a great opportunity 
if we had only seized it. As far back as the summer of 
1944, I urged that an international status be worked out 
for the Ruhr so it could never become the mainspring of a 
new, warlike Germany but could, instead, start promptly 
to serve, without menacing, the free people of Europe. For 
two and a half years we have failed to do that job. So the 
American taxpayers will, this winter, supply coal and steel 
which ought to come from the Ruhr. 

For our own sake and for the sake of the world, it is 
imperative that we avoid the blunders of the past. This 
will take hard thinking and straightforward action, and 
both are long overdue. First, as to the aid which is given 
to prevent starvation; this should not take the form of leans 
repayable in dollars as we know of no means of importing 
sufficient goods from Europe to repay ourselves without 
demoralizing both the European and American economies. 

The governments which receive our aid, however, should 
not ,be allowed to sell the food and coal and then use the 
be used to develop the productive resources of the nations 
proceeds for further deficit financing. These proceeds should 
so as more speedily to make them self-supporting. They 
should also be used to develop new productive resources out 
of which might later come the means of at least partial 
return on our investment through acquiring important stra- 
tegic materials needed in our own defense. 
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On the second, or reconstruction aspect of our aid, we 
can legitimately regard the money advanced as a straight 
loan. But it should be made for business purposes and not 
left, as during the last two years in the hands of social 
planners who do not know a loom from a corn basket. 

It is time we got businessmen into a business job. It 
would seem reasonable that the men who built the greatest 
productive plant in the world should be called on to help. 
Much of the best work being done in Europe today is by 
the American manufacturers who have plants in Europe and 
are speeding their own rehabilitation. One motor company 
alone has turned out since the war more than 250,000 cars 
and trucks in Europe and in one nation it recently made 

its fifty thousandth post-war farm tractor. 

’ We shall want to make really certain, for once, that the 
aid we provide is not wasted. To provide firm and con- 
tinuing management I should like to see the entire program 
closely supervised by a special authority created by our 
Government for that specific purpose. This authority should 
be under the direction of a genuinely bipartisan board. The 
chairman should be an individual of outstanding ability, 
equipped by training and experience to assume the enormous 
responsibilities involved and entitled by reputation to the 
full confidence of the American people. 

Having provided for a business-like administration of our 
foreign aid program, the Congress might well adopt a state- 
ment of policy which would make our purposes clear, so 
clear in fact that nobody could misuderstand them, not even 
the men in the Kremlin. The Congress could declare it to 
be a basic policy of the American nation to assist freedom- 
loving peoples elsewhere in the world who are ready to 
work with us to find a way back to economic stability. Such 
a statement which might well be endorsed by the leaders of 
both parties, will make it clear that the United States has a 
settled policy and the means of carrying it out; that we will 
not suddenly or capriciously abandon the very brave men 
in other countries who risk their lives to uphold the principles 
of freedom in the face of the menace of a police state. 

Having made such a statement of policy, we should then 
make it clear that we expect results. Aid should be extended 
only as a prudent person would, in installments, at fequent 
intervals, depending upon concrete demonstration that the 
aid is being wisely employed for the purposes for which it 
is intended. This does not mean that we need to dictate 
concerning the internal affairs of other nations. 

The fact is that the program of European economic co- 
operation drawn up by the sixteen nations in response to the 
suggestion of Secretary Marshall contains in broad terms 
solemn commitments on the part of these nations progres- 
sively to increase their output of food, raw materials and 
industrial products, to take rigorous measures to stabilize 
their finances, to cooperate fully with one another in a 
program of mutual help and to work as rapidly as possible 


toward a European customs union. We may properly re- ' 


quire of these nations that they spell out in detail the meas- 
ures they will undertake to achieve these major objectives. 

Having done so, we should firmly insist that they adhere 
to the program they themselves have formulated and that 
they demonstrate, country by country, a consistent and 
effective pursuit of those broad goals as a requisite to con- 
tinued assistance. 

The committees of Congress will soon report their find- 
ings. By the greatest of good fortune, both for our country 
and for the world, we have a Republican Congress. It 
understands the nature of business, and I am confident that 
these able men will bring forward a sound program. It 
may well eventuate that the election of a Republican Con- 
gress last year not only saved the domestic affairs of the 


United States, but it may well also save the peace of the 
world. 


I earnestly hope that the story of American achievement 
can be told at the same time that we bring American aid. 
It cannot be told, as in the past, by shipping around the 
world modernistic paintings done by Communists at the 
expense of the American Government. It can be told by the 
concrete demonstration that human freedom and free enter- 
prise go hand in hand. Neither can succeed or survive with- 
out the other. When they are teamed together, they can 
bring elsewhere the freedom and economic achievement they 
have brought to us. 

To help others make the choice wisely between freedom 
and slavery we should tell our story to the world. It is a 
great, an almost unbelievable, story. I am very tired of 
hearing our success attributed solely to our great resources. 
The truth is that our success is due to the American system 


- of political liberty and competitive free enterprise which 


has proved to be the most efficient productive system in the 
world. It is that system which gives to the average man 
the highest rewards in improved living standards, increased 
leisure and growing economic security. 


In this time of world crisis we can demonstrate that the 
American system has succeeded. This success alone is a 
complete answer to the advocates of a return to the ancient 
systems of dictatorship and slavery. It is an answer in 
material terms—the only language they can understand. But 
what they cannot understand is that we would surrender 
all our material success and live on their own abysmal 
standards before we would surrender what is much more 
precious—the liberty which God has given us. We know 
that the exchange of freedom for the security of a police 
state brings only misery. We know that the spiritual liberty 
of the individual is the most precious thing on earth. 

I am confident that the America we love will move 
forward, secure in the knowledge that it is the greatest 
nation on earth because it is generous, because it is free and 
because it represents the whole cause of freedom on earth 


today. 


“Leave Open the Gates of Understanding” 


RETURN ALL WAR PRISONERS 


By JAMES F. BYRNES, former United States Secretary of State 
Delivered before the House of Bishops of the Protestant Episcopal Church, Winston-Salem, N. C., November 5, 1947 


HEREVER thoughtful men and women gather 
tonight, it is certain there will be some discussion 
of our foreign relations. It is certain, too, that 


they will give expression to the fears and uncertainties that 
today disturb the peace-loving people of the world. 


Our fears and uncertainties may be exaggerated as a re- 
sult of the heated debates in the Assembly of the United 
Nations where the Soviet representatives have indulged in 
much needless name calling and have provoked bitter re- 
plies. But even though we may consider the bitter speeches 
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unfortunate, I think it well that the people should know 
what is the attitude of the great powers on controversial 
questions rather than have those discussions cloaked in 
secrecy. 

There can be no bi-partisan foreign policy in this country 
unless members of both political parties are fully informed 
as to what are our policies and as to our relations with 


other governments. It is essential, too, that representa- 
tives of the political party out of power be informed before 
policies are determined and not after policies have been an- 
nounced, when they must either support the policies or be 
charged with giving aid to a foreign government. 

There can be no truly American policy unless the Ameri- 
can people are kept informed. It is fine to applaud Deca- 
tur’s patriotic declaration, “My country, right or wrong,” 
but the men who must fight the wars of America would 
like to see their country right rather than wrong. 

If the American people are given facts—not propaganda 
—they will reach an intelligent conclusion, make their views 
known and our government will be responsive to the will 
of the people. 

I make no apology for the contribution I have made to- 
ward the policy of making known our foreign policies to 
those who fight the wars and pay the bills. At the same 
time, I realize that publicity as to our peace-making efforts 
places upon us, as private citizens, a great responsibility. 
It is our duty to demand of men in public office as well as 
the representatives of the press and the radio, that in speak- 
ing of events affecting our foreign relations, they should 
strive for accuracy and should appeal to reason instead of 
to emotions. The history of the two world wars shows 
it is difficult to educate the American people as to the neces- 
sity for war, but it is more difficult to uneducate them. 

This presents a real problem. The first Tuesday of 
November next year we will have a Presidential election. 
In the months ahead of us there will be many political 
speeches. I can think of nothing more unfortunate than 
our foreign policies’ being made a partisan issue and the 
two great political parties competing for the very doubtful 
honor of having urged the most belligerent policy toward 
a foreign government. 

The situation requires that those in positions of leader- 
ship urge that our foreign policy should not be made a 
political issue and urge that Americans show we can dis- 
cuss our relations with other governments without trying 
to arouse the prejudices and passions of the people. 

We must be tolerant; we must avoid abusive name call- 
ing, but we must keep our people informed. In that spirit 
I wish to talk of a few of our problems. 


TREATIES BLocKED BY RUSSIA 


After approximately two years of constant struggle, 
treaties were ratified with the five lesser states of the Axis. 
The Soviets have prevented any progress toward a settle- 
ment with Austria. At Potsdam some of the German prob- 
lems were decided. Since then some of those agreements 
have been violated by the Soviets. The meeting of the 
Council of Foreign Ministers held in April, 1947, for the 
purpose of considering the German treaty resulted in no 
agreements. 

Another meeting of the Council of Foreign Ministers 
will be held this month. It is entirely possible that the 
Soviets may conclude that world opinion is such that they 
cannot justify a repetition of what occurred at Moscow 
last April. If they reach that conclusion they will make 
the best possible settlement with Austria and they may 
even make a gesture toward the German treaty. But it 
will be only a gesture. It will probably take the form of 











a directive to the deputies to report back to the ministers a 
draft of a treaty containing such agreements as can be 
reached and a list of the questions in disagreement, which 
list will include all the important questions. 

For two years we have vainly pleaded for an Austrian 
settlement because it would make possible the withdrawal 
of the Soviet armies of occupation not only from Austria 
but from the satellite states where they are kept on the 
theory that it is necessary to protect the lines of communi- 
cation to Austria. An occupation army is an idle army 
and an idle army is often a bad army. But the very rea- 
son that prompted us to urge a settlement with Austria is 
the reason the Soviets opposed the settlement. 

Should there be an Austrian settlement, many people 
will be so happy that they may be misled into thinking that 
a German treaty is in sight. It will not be in sight unless 
we are prepared to grant the Soviet demand to permit them 
to participate with the other three members of the council 
in the management of all industries in the Ruhr, including 
particiularly coal and steel, and unless we are willing to 
grant their demand for $10,000,000,000 reparations. 

We cannot agree to jointly participate with the Soviets 
in the management of the Ruhr industries. There are many 
reasons, but it is enough to say we have been unable to ad- 
minister jointly with them any project in Germany, Aus- 
tria, the Balkans or Korea. Certainly we could not suc- 
cessfully administer German industries when such admin- 
istration would demand daily decisions as to the allocation 
of products of such industries and relations with employees. 
There would be constant disagreement and constant irrita- 
tion that would endanger the peace. 

At Potsdam, the Soviets abandoned their demand for 
$10,000,000,000 in reparations and made a settlement. They 
cannot now violate their agreement and return to their 
former demand. 

It has been two and a half years since Germany capitu- 
lated. It is essential for the recovery of Germany and for 
the recovery of Europe that the German people know their 
fate and be allowed to start work rebuilding their country 
instead of relying upon relief from the United States. 

There can be no early settlement with Germany unless 
we abandon the procedure we followed in the council of 
Foreign Ministers in the negotiations of the five treaties 
now ratified. I proposed the Council of Foreign Ministers 
in order to hasten and not delay the return to peaceful 
conditions in Europe. In June, 1945, no one could an- 
ticipate that the Soviets would favor a continuance of cha- 
otic conditions in Europe in order to accomplish political 
objectives. 

We wanted to get along with the Soviets and at that 
time there was excuse for our co-operative proposal, but 
in the light of our experience with the five treaties during 
the last two and a half years, there is no excuse for our fol- 
lowing the same course with the German treaty. I repeat 
that statement of the old Indian chief: “Fool me once, 
shame on you; fool me twice, shame on me.” 

The disagreements between us in connection with Ger- 
many are much greater than those involved in the five 
treaties heretofore ratified. Under the procedure of the 
Council of Foreign Ministers, the Soviets will insist that 
there shali be no peace conference until unanimous agree- 
ment is reached on all those questions regarded by them as 
basic questions. The United States, favoring a peace con- 
ference in order that the smaller nations may participate, 
will be under constant pressure to make concessions in order 
to hold a peace conference. The Soviets being really op- 
posed to a peace conference and being in favor of delay, 
will simply veto the calling of a conference. 
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Even should France, Britain and the United States, in 
the interest of peace, make concessions that finally met the 
demands of the Soviets, we must remember that the Soviets 
take the position that they are not bound by recommenda- 
tions of a peace conference. That means that any modi- 
fication or addition recommended by the peace conference 
would have to secure the unanimous agreement of the four 
members of the council of foreign ministers. 

It requires but a statement of the facts to show that 
our disagreements in the Council may be for years and may 
be forever. But conditions in Europe do not permit the 
continuance of the chaotic situation in Germany for years 
or forever. Therefore, I have proposed that we should now 
insist that a peace conference be called for early in 1948. 

We would urge all allied governments to attend the con- 
ference. We would ask that each of the four members of 
the Council of Foreign Ministers prepare tentative drafts 
of a treaty and submit them to the peace conference. 

The peace conference then would proceed through com- 
mittees created by it to draft a treaty. Decisions should be 
by a two-thirds vote, including two-thirds of the nations 
that made substantial contributions to the prosecution of 
the war. We must not seek to dictate to the conference. 
We must be willing, as I stated at the Paris peace confer- 
ence, to be bound by any recommendation adopted by a two- 
thirds vote of the members of the conference. 

Because there is no way of forcing any government to 
' signa peace treaty, we should not adopt a “take it or leave 
it” attitude but should honestly try to reach a unanimous 
agreement. However, if it is impossible to reach unanimity, 
we should do everything in our power to induce the Soviet 
government to go along with two-thirds of their allies. If 
they refuse to do so, then the other Allied nations should 
go ahead without them. This would not be making a sepa- 
rate peace. It would simply be saying that no one nation 
can veto peace on earth. 

If we follow this procedure now, we will be hastening 
the peace and certainly will be giving to the smaller na- 
tions that fought in the war, the opportunity they have 
demanded, to participate in the peace. 

If we do not follow this procedure now the probabilities 
are that at the end of a year or so we will be forced to re- 
sort to it, or we will permit the Soviets to veto, in the 
Council, recommendations adopted by two-thirds or more 
of the Allied nations. 

I have not the time to discuss all the possible consequences 
should the Soviets refuse to agree to an immediate peace 
conference. I have previously discussed many of them. It 
is my conviction that when the Soviets see that the rest of 
the Allied nations intend to proceed with a settlement with 
Germany, after making many protests, they will attend the 
peace conference and make the best settlement possible from 
their viewpoint. They do not now want to be isolated 
from the rest of the Allied nations. 

However, the objection is made that if the Allied na- 
tions, other than the Soviet Union, should ratify a treaty 
with Germany it would mean that while the Soviets would 
permanently retain a large army in eastern Germany all 
Allied troops would be withdrawn from western Germany. 
That withdrawal does not necessarily follow. Two years 
ago I proposed what is called the forty-year treaty to be 
entered into by the Soviet Union, Britain and France, 
under which Allied troops would remain in Germany in 
order to make sure that there would be no repetition of the 
rearmament of Germany that occurred after the last war. 
I wanted to give assurance to Europe against a rearmed 
Germany. I wanted particularly to give assurance to the 
Soviet Union, whose representatives at that time were ex- 
pressing fear of Germany as the reason for their actions 


in the Balkan states. When I made that proposal to Gen- 
eralissimo Stalin on Dec. 24, 1945, he told me if “you 
make that fight you can rely on my support.” I am con- 
fident that at the moment he was sincere. Later he changed 
his mind. Why, I do not know. 

If the Soviets fail to agree to a German settlement and 
fail to agree to our forty-year treaty, then the other three 
nations should enter into such a treaty to prevent the re- 
armament of Germany. ‘The Soviets would then know 
that there would be a fulfillment of the pledge I made at 
Stuttgart, that so long as other occupation troops were in 
Germany, the troops of the United States would be there. 


Tue “Forcorren Men” 


A treaty with Germany, however, is not necessary to in- 
sure the return to Germany of prisoners of war. We must 
not permit the prisoners taken by Allied forces to become 
the forgotten men. It is clear that under the language of 
the Geneva convention, governments should return prisoners 
of war “as soon as possible” after the cessation of hostilities. 
It is now two and a half years since the end of hostilities 
in Europe, and the ugly truth is that prisoners of war are 
—— held in Allied countries in order to force them to 
work. 

Early in 1946 I insisted on returning to Germany and 
Italy those prisoners held in the United States. Some of 
the persons in this country for whom they were working 
resorted to political pressure to keep them, but by the fall 
of 1946, the last of the prisoners who had been held in the 
United States were returned to their homes. However, 
human selfishness is the same the world over and our ex- 
perience enables us to appreciate the pressures that are being 
placed upon other governments to hold this slave labor. 

During the last days of the war so many German soldiers 
surrendered to our forces that we could not take care of 
them and we turned over to France more than half a mil- 
lion prisoners. In the summer of 1946 I presented to 
French officials, in an informal way, our request that these 
prisoners taken by us be returned to Germany. Upon re- 
quest, I delayed formal action until Dec. 2 when our gov- 
ernment called upon France, Belgium and Luxembourg to 
return prisoners held on our account, asking that the pro- 
gram be concluded by Oct. 1 of this year. Belgium and 
Luxembourg indicated their willingness to return them even 
before that date; France did not do so. In April of this 
year, at Moscow, the Foreign Ministers reached an agree- 
ment that all prisoners should be returned by the end of 
1948. That is three and a half years after the end of hos- 
tilities and certainly is not in compliance with the Geneva 
Convention provision. I assume, however, that our repre- 
sentatives could not secure a better agreement. Now the 
important thing is at least to see that this agreement is 
complied with. 

France has made headway. However, it is estimated 
that 380,000 German prisoners will remain in France as of 
Nov. 30, 1947. That means during the following thirteen 
months they will have to return approximately 30,000 a 
month. They are not doing that now. 

Belgium has 11,000 left and will have repatriated them 
by January 1. 

Britain’s program calls for the return of all prisoners by 
October, 1948. Today they have approximately 280,000 
in the United Kingdom and Middle East and are repatri- 
ating them at the rate of about 18,000 a month. It appears 
they will keep their schedule. 

At Moscow, in April, 1947, Mr. Molotov stated the 
Soviets had returned 1,003,973 and had remaining in Soviet 
territory 890,532 German prisoners. Soviet authorities in 
Berlin claim that since April, 1947, 62,000 have been re- 
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turned. However, some of our authorities in Berlin esti- 
mate that the number has been nearer 30,000. Taking the 
Soviet figure of 10,000 a month, it means that if that rate 
is continued, it will take the Soviets more than seven years 
to return to Germany their German prisoners of war. 
Therefore, I want the people to watch the fulfillment of 
the program. 

The situation as to Japanese prisoners presents an en- 
tirely different question. The United States took the intia- 
tive in issuing the Potsdam declaration which pledged that 
“Japanese military forces, after being completely disarmed, 
shall be permitted to return to their homes with the oppor- 
tunity of leading peaceful and productive lives.” Obvi- 
ously that was intended to encourage the Japanese to sur- 
render. 


At that time the Soviets had not declared war against 
Japan, but, when they did enter the war, they announced 
that they adhered to the Potsdam declaration. Therefore, 
they are bound by the pledge I have quoted. Instead of 
permitting the Japanese prisoners of war to return to their 
homes, they took hundreds of thousands of them to Russia. 
No one knows exactly how many Japanese prisoners of war 
are being held in Russia. But Mr. Sebald of General Mac- 
Arthur’s staff announced before the Allied Council on Oct. 
29, that in October the number still remaining in Soviet- 
controlled Russia was 761,000 and in Manchuria 67,000, 
making a total of 828,000. Estimates of the Japanese for- 
eign office do not differ materially from our figures. Every 
day the Soviets hold them as prisoners, it is an inexcusable 
violation of a solemn pledge. 


General MacArthur has made frequent demands for the 
return of the Japanese but his demands have not been com- 
plied with. Because the Potsdam declaration was issued 
upon the initiative of the United States, our good faith is 
involved. It is the solemn duty of our government to 
formally call upon Generalissimo Stalin to unmediately re- 
turn these Japanese prisoners. We must let the world know 
that this violation by the Soviet Union of a solemn pledge 
is not condoned by the United States. 


Po.icy oF PATIENCE AND FIRMNESS 


In view of what I have said, you may ask if I still cling 
to my policy of patience as well as firmness and whether I 
think it possible for us to get along with the Soviets. To 
both questions I answer “yes.” Certainly we must try 
to do so, and we must be certain that if all efforts to co- 
operate fail, the world will realize that the responsibility 
for the consequences does not rest upon the American people. 

As we try to get along with them, we must do it with 
full understanding of what they have done and what they 
probably will do. At best, I think of them as most people 
think of a neighbor who deliberately makes himself un- 
pleasant. He allows his chickens to enter your wife’s garden 
and scratch up her flowers. He allows his boy to bat a 
baseball through your window. He pays no attention to 
your protests and, in general, makes himself disagreeable. 

But the neighbor owns his house and you own yours. 
You are a peaceful citizen; you do not get a gun and de- 
clare war upon him. You finally take him to court and 
you continue to pray that he will mend his ways. We must 
follow the same course with the Soviets. You may have 
lost some-confidence in the effectiveness of the United Na- 
tions, but I am confident the members of the House of 
Bishops still believe in the efficacy of prayer. Difficulties and 
dangers confronting us are due to the expansion policies 
of the Soviets. Nevertheless, I do want to live in peace 
and I want to be just to the Soviets and, therefore, I want 
to plead for tolerance. 












I am deeply concerned with the state of mind at times 
bordering on hysteria that ascribes to our former ally, the 
Soviet Republic, all the ills and errors which two world 
wars have brought. No country has suffered more from 
the wars of our generation than have the Russian people. 
And suffering people are not always reasonable people. The 
Soviets are not the first or the only people who have thought 
that suffering gives the right to make others suffer. 

The Soviet leaders pursue policies which we believe 
inimical to the peace of the world and the principles of the 
United Nations. We must firmly resist those policies and 
do what we can to maintain the rule of law in the world. 
But we should not forget what their people have been 
through and not lightly assume that the Soviet leaders, de- 
spite their blustering, bad manners and abuse, want war. 
If we were cravenly to yield to their blustering I have no 
doubt that they would continue their blustering and bull- 
dozing tactics until we with other nations did make firm 
resistance. 

While we must firmly and unequivocally resist Soviet 
aggression, we must act so that it is clear to all that we are 
defenders of the rule of law and not competitors with the 
Soviets for world domination. And what is even more im- 
portant, we must not assume that our only responsibility to 
the world is to save it from the Soviets. 

The world—our world—the world from which we can- 
not isolate ourselves, is suffering from economic want and 
despair. If we do our part to restore the world to eco- 
nomic health, the danger of Soviet aggression will be greatly 
reduced. If we fail to do our part to restore economic 
health in the world, there will be ever increasing danger 
of aggression and totalitarianism. 


WESTERN CIVILIZATION Is IssuE 


We are rightly concerned about the survival of our way 
of life in the world. But we have learned that our way of 
life cannot survive in isolation. We are a part of Western 
civilization. Our ancestors brought the precious heritage 
of European civilization with them, and to this day, Euro- 
pean thought and science have contributed greatly to Amer- 
ican progress. 

Even the discovery of atomic energy is due in large part 
to the pioneering work of European scientists and our moral 
and religious ideals are not indigenous with us. Were it 
not for our great European heritage, the House of Bishops 
would not be meeting here today. We have fought two 
wars in Europe to preserve the common civilization. In 
helping to restore the shattered economic life of Europe, we 
are helping to restore what is vital to our own way of life. 

We should, without delay, provide relief for the coun- 
tries of Western Europe. Later, when the Congress has 
had an opportunity to consider the report of its various 
committees, it can determine the extent of aid we can af- 
ford for reconstruction purposes. 

What aid we can provide should be furnished with full 
realization of the facts. When a man tells us that we can 
ship to Europe the needed supplies of food and such com- 
modities as steel and coal, without affecting prices at home, 
he may be eloquent but he is not convincing. 

If we grant adequate aid, our domestic supply of some 
materials will be short and prices correspondingly higher. 
If we now permit prices to go higher, then when labor con- 
tracts expire in the spring, we must expect wage increases. 
That will mean still higher prices. Because this is true, 
we must restore some controls. We submitted to price 
controls and rationing to win the war, we should be will- 
ing to submit to some modified controls in order to preserve 
the peace. To effectively aid others we must put our own 
house in order and keep it in order. 
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The aid we furnish for reconstruction must be on a dif- 
ferent basis from relief. We must make only such loans 
and grants as will translate themselves into increased pro- 
duction. When the immediate needs of the people of West- 
ern Europe are relieved, | am confident they will work to 
increase production so that it will be unnecessary for us to 
make further appropriations for relief. 

The reconstruction program will call for the most care- 
ful consideration of the Congress. We must aid not only 
Europe but China and Korea. We must help generously 
but we must remember there is,a limit beyond which we 
cannot go without weakening our own economy. 

America must remain strong if Americans are to remain 
free. 

If a choice ever has to be made between providing long- 
term economic aid to Europe and providing funds for the 
national defense, there must be no question that our first 
duty is to provide for our armed services. Freedom-loving 
people throughout the world are just as much interested as 
are the American people in our maintaining our military 
strength. If we reduce our armed forces our reconstruc- 
tion program may not be of much help to Europe. 


No WESTERN IRON CURTAIN 


It has been necessary to disclose to the American people 
that the hope of free and effective co-operation between the 


The Nation Faces Grave Economic D1 


American people and the Soviet people, to which we looked 
forward at the close of the war, has not been realized and 
probably cannot be realized for some time. Our leaders 
and their leaders differ widely and deeply. Only time and 
tolerance and the return of the world to economic health 
can restore or reconcile the fundamental differences be- 
tween the Soviets and ourselves. But we must always leave 
open the gates of understanding. 

We should make it clear that we are raising no iron cur- 
tain on our side. We are drawing no final or permanent 
lines between our world and the Soviet world, for, whether 
we like it or not, we do live in one world. 

In this world there have always been differences between 
peoples, and differences in the degree to which people have 
been able to co-operate with one another. But some co- 
operation is better than no co-operation. 

Our task is to be effective wherever we can and to the 
extent we can, at home and abroad. By the grace of God 
we are the strongest power on earth. That strength we 
must use to restore health in the world. 

In the end the survival of this Republic depends upon 
its strength, not upon its material strength alone, but upon 
its moral strength and its moral unity. And the survival 
of our way of life depends upon our ability with God’s 
help, to unite people in the cause of common freedom and 
common well-being. 
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PROPOSED GOVERNMENT MEASURES 


By KING GEORGE VI, of England 
Delivered at the Opening of Parliament, London, England, October 22, 1947 


Y Lords and Members of the House of Commons: 
M In the session which opens today the nation is faced 

with grave economic difficulties affecting almost 
the entire world. Upon their successful solution depends 
the well-being of my people. My government are deter- 
mined to use every means in their power to overcome these 
difficulties. 

I am confident that in these times of hardship my people 
will demonstrate once again to the world their qualities of 
resolution and energy. With sustained effort this nation 
will continue to play its full part in leading the world back 
to prosperity and freedom. 

The first aim of my ministers will be to redress the ad- 
verse balance of payments, particularly by expanding ex- 
ports. This will demand increased production and the sale 
abroad of a larger share of output. The task to be per- 
formed by each industry has been set out and in conjunction 
with all those engaged in industry my government will do 
their best to provide the means to carry out these tasks. 

My ministers will give all possible help to those who 
work on the land in order to increase still more the home 
production of food. Legislation will be introduced to pro- 
vide for the improvement and development of Scottish 
agriculture so that Scotland may play its full part in the 
campaign for higher production. 

With a view to increasing exports and saving imports, 
which can be replaced by home products, steps will be taken 
to insure that manpower is used to the best national ad- 
vantage and, in particular, to expand the numbers employed 
in the coal-mining, agriculture and textile industries. The 
working. of the reimposed labor controls will be watched 
closely, and my government will take measures to bring 


into essential work those who are making no contribution 
to the national well-being. They will also encourage in 
every way the close joint consultation in industry, which 
is necessary if the great volume of production, is to be se- 
cured. 

My government will continue to devote their earnest at- 
tention to securing from overseas the essential foodstuffs 
and raw materials for my people. They will do all in their 
power to find new sources of supply and they will seek to 
enter into further long-term agreements with overseas coun- 
tries. A measure will be laid before you designed to pro- 
mote the expansion of production of all kinds within the 
empire. 

My government will continue to participate in the work 
of European reconstruction put in hand in the recent con- 
ference in Paris, and will do their utmost to forward the 
projects formulated at that meeting for the benefit of Eu- 
rope and of the world as a whole. 

The present obstacles to co-operation and understanding 
between the peoples of the world have strengthened the 
determination of my government to support the United Na- 
tions and to seek by that means to promote the mutual trust 
and tolerance on which peaceful progress depends. 

It is my earnest hope that the forthcoming conference of 
Foreign Ministers will result in a measure of agreement 
leading toward a democratic and self-supporting Germany 
which will not threaten the world’s security and to the 
satisfactory settlement of the international status. 

I trust that a treaty of peace with Japan, which will con- 
tribute to the welfare of all countries in the Far East, may 
be concluded at an early date. 

A measure will be laid before you to enable the future 
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governance of Burma to be in accordance with the free 
decision of the elected representatives of its people. 

I hope that the discussions now in progress will enable 
legislation to be laid before you to confer on Ceylon fully 
responsible status within the British Commonwealth. 

Members of the House of Commons: 

Estimates for the public services will be laid before you 
in due course, and you will be asked to approve supple- 
mentary financial measures at an early stage of the session. 

My Lords and Members of the House of Commons: 

My ministers will accelerate the release of men and 
women from the armed forces to the maximum extent con- 
sistent with the adequate fulfillment of the tasks falling 
to the forces. 

They will press on with the reorganization of the forces 
on their peace-time basis and with the task of obtaining the 
necessary voluntary recruits to build up the regular forces 
and the auxiliary services. 

Legislation will be introduced to amend the Parliament 
act, 1911. 

A bill will be laid before you to reform the administra- 
tion of criminal justice in England and Wales. 

You will be asked to approve legislation to abolish the 
Poor Law and to provide a comprehensive system of assist- 
ance for all in need. This will complete the all-embracing 
scheme of social security, the main lines of which have been 
laid down in measures already enacted. 

A bill will be laid before you to bring the gas industry 
under public ownership, in completion of the plan for the 
co-ordination of the fuel and power industries. 






A measure will be laid before you to extend the scope of 
public care of children deprived of a normal home life and 
to secure improved standards of care for such children. 

Legislation will be introduced to provide a new and more 
equitable basis for the distribution of general Exchequer 
grants to local authorities. Provision will also be made for 
centralizing the machinery of valuation for rating purposes 
and amending the law as to the valuation of small dwell- 
ing houses in England and Wales. 

You will be asked to approve a measure to reform the 
franchise and electoral procedure and to give appropriate 
effect to recommendations of the commissions appointed to 
consider the distribution of Parliamentary seats. 

A bill will be laid before you to enable a common na- 
tional status to be maintained throughout the common- 
wealth and to amend the existing law governing the na- 
tional status of married women. 

You will be asked to approve a measure for the estab- 
lishment of river boards to take over from existing authori- 
ties certain responsibilities for land drainage, fisheries and 
the prevention of pollution. 

You will be invited to pass a bill to amend the present 
scheme for securing the exhibition of a fair proportion of 
British films. 

A measure will be laid before you to reform the law re- 
lating to actions for personal injuries. 

It is hoped that various measures consolidating important 
branches of the law will be introduced during the session; 
and other measures will be laid before you if time permits. 

I pray that Almighty God may give His blessing to your 
counsels. 


The Task of Our Time 


UNITE AGAINST THE ENSLAVEMENT OF THE PEOPLE 


By V. M. MOLOTOV, U.S.S.R. Foreign Minister 


Broadcast to the Russian people from Moscow, U.S.S.R., November 6, 1947. Translation of the Text of 
the Foreign Policy Sections 


jority of people of any country—can rely on the fact 
that the Soviet Union will defend to the end the 
interests of universal peace. 

In accordance with that peaceful policy, the Soviet Union 
stands for the all-embracing development of international 
cooperation. 

Comrade Stalin profoundly elucidated our foreign policy 
in his talk with the well-known American, Harold Stassen. 
They (the Soviet Union and the United States) can of 
course cooperate with each other, said Stalin. The difference 
between them was not important as far as collaboration 
was concerned. The economic systems in Germany and the 
United States were alike, nevertheless war broke out be- 
tween them. 

The economic systems of the U. S. A. and the Soviet 
Union were different, said Stalin, but they did not fight 
each other but collaborated during the war. If two different 
systems could collaborate during the war, why could they 
not collaborate in peace time? Naturally it should be un- 


1 real friends of peace—and they constitute the ma- 


derstood that, provided there was the desire to collaborate, 
collaboration was perfectly possible with different economic 
systems. But if there was no desire to collaborate, then— 
even with economic systems which were alike—states and 
people might be fighting each other. 


The Soviet Union has invariably carried out, and is car- 
rying out, the policy of peace and international collaboration. 
Such are the relations of the Soviet Union with all the 
countries which evince a desire to collaborate. 


Opposinc POo.ictes 


The policy outlined by Comrade Stalin is opposed at pres- 
ent by another policy, based on quite different principles. 
Here we can talk first and foremost of the foreign policy 
of the United States, as well as that of Great Britain. 

Possibly there exists in the United States a program of 
economic development of the country for some period ahead. 
However, the press has not yet announced anything about 
this, although press conferences take place there quite fre- 
quently. On the other hand, much noise is being spread 
about various American projects, connected now with the 
Truman doctrine, now with the Marshall plan. 

Reading of all these American plans for aid to Europe, 
aid to China, and so on, one might think that the domestic 
problems of the United States have long ago been solved 
and that now it is only a question of America putting the 
affairs of other states in order, dictating its policy to them 
and even the composition of their governments. 

In reality, matters are not like that. If the ruling circle 
of the U. S. A. had no cause for anxiety concerning domestic 
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affairs, especially in connection with an approaching economic 
crisis, there would not be such a superfluity of economic 
projects of U. S. A. expansion, which in their turn are based 
on the aggressive military-political plans of American im- 
perialism. 

Now they no longer hide the fact that the United States 
of America, not infrequently together with Great Britain, 
is acquiring ever-new naval and air bases in all parts of the 
globe, and even adapts whole states for such like aims, espe- 
cially if closely situated to the Soviet Union. 


IMPERIALIST PRESSURE 


Who does not complain about the pressure of American 
imperialism in that respect? Even if the governments of 
certain big states of Europe, Asia and America preserve a 
kind of solid silence in regard to this matter, it is clear 
that certain small states are faced by an absolutely intoler- 
able position. Denmark, for instance, cannot achieve the 
restoration of her national sovereignty over Greenland, 
which the Americans do not want to leave after the end of 
the war. Egypt legitimately demands the withdrawal of 
British troops from her territory. Britain refuses to do 
that, and America supports the British imperialists in these 
matters also. 

It is, however, clear that the creation of military bases 
in various parts of the world is not designed for defense 
purposes, but as a preparation for aggression. It is also 
clear that if, up to now, the combined British-American 
general staff, created during the second world war, has been 
maintained, this is not being done for peace-loving pur- 
poses but for the purpose of intimidating with the possibility 
of new aggression. It would be a good thing for all this 
to be known to the American people, for under the so- 
called Western freedom of the press, when almost all 
newspapers and radio stations are in the hands of small 
cliques, the aggressive cliques of the capitalists and their 
servitors, it is difficult for the people to know the real truth. 

It is interesting that in expansionist circles of the U.S. A. 
a new, peculiar sort of illusion is widespread—while having 
no faith in their internal strength, faith is placed in the 
secret of the atom bomb, although this secret has long 
ceased to exist. 

Evidently the imperialists need this faith in the atom 
bomb, which, as is known, is not a means of defense but a 
weapon of aggression. Many are indignant that the U.S. A. 
and Great Britain hamper the United Nations organization 
from adopting a final decision on the prohibition of atomic 
weapons. During this year British scientists have twice 
protested against this, having twice published statements in 
which they express dissatisfaction at the fact that Britain 
only says “ditto” to the United States in this matter. 

And that is fully understandable, since the peoples of 
America and Britain, no less than other peoples, are in- 
terested in introducing both the prohibition of atomic 
weapons and the general reduction of armaments. 

At the same time one should understand that the refusal 
to prohibit the atomic weapon covers the imperialists with 
shame and sets against them all honest people, all peoples. 


W ARMONGERS 


Or take the question of the warmongers. Despite all the 
efforts of the American and other expansionists, the Gen- 
eral Assembly unanimously decided to condemn propaganda 
for a new war. At the same time a discussion showed that 
it is necessary to strengthen still further the struggle against 
the warmongers and against their patrons who execute the 
will of the aggressive and greedy profiteers, the top capi- 


talist multi-millionaires, and who do not take the interests 
of their peoples into account. 

It is well known that the industry of the United States 
of America in the period between the two world wars has 
grown, although its development proceeded extremely un- 
evenly and twice fell considerably below the level of 1913. 
For all that, during the second world war American indus- 
try grew rapidly, became inflated and began to yield enor- 
mous profits to the capitalists and state revenues, which 
American state monopoly capitalism is putting into circu- 
lation and applying to exert pressure everywhere in Europe 
and China, in Greece and Turkey, in South America and 
in the Middle East. 

Certainly there are not a few who like to make use of 
a war situation. 

Successes in the utilization of the war situation are, of 
course, plentiful. But what has this to do with the interests 


‘of the people? The interests of the people are, of course, 


radically different from the interests of the instigators of a 
new world war. All these facts testify to the striving of 
American imperialism to take advantage of the post-war 
difficulties of certain states, to impose its will on them 
under the banner of unsolicited American guidance and to 
pave the way for the world domination of the United 
States of America. 

This by no means justifies calculations on the possibility 
of avoiding growing internal difficulties, of averting the 
advance of a profound economic crisis and the ever-intensi- 
fying split of the U. S. A. into two main groupings: the 
imperialist grouping, which—at the moment—is making 
a lot of noise in the foreground, and the democratic group- 
ing, which holds the future. 

The appetites of the imperialists know no bounds. For 
the sake of achieving their narrow aims they are ready to 
trample under foot democratic rights in their own country 
and also the rights and sovereignty of other states. 

The lessons of the downfall of Fascist Germany, which 
trampled on the democratic forces and exceeded all bounds 
in its striving for world domination, as one can see, taught 
nothing to those who now, with such blindness, are tearing 
after the domination of the whole world. 

Today the ruling circles of the U. S. A. and Great 
Britain head one international grouping which has as its 
aim the consolidation of capitalism and the achievement of 
the domination of these countries over other peoples. These 
countries are headed by imperialist and anti-democratic 
forces in international affairs, with the active participation 
of certain Socialist leaders in several European states. 

The policy of the Soviet Union is based on opposite 
principles, on the principle of non-intervention in the in- 
ternal affairs of other states. 

Take, for example, the German question. If in the post- 
war period America and Britain had adhered to all the 
principles—let us say, for example, the democratic prin- 
ciples—of the Yalta and Potsdam conferences on the Ger- 
man question, which made possible and fruitful the col- 
laboration of the great allies against Hitlerite Germany, 
with the aim of liquidating the remnants of Fascism, then 
collaboration between the Soviet Union, the U. S. A. and 
Britain would also today produce good results. 

But the U. S. A. and Britain have departed from these 
democratic principles and have violated the decisions jointly 
taken. This can be said with regard to such radical ques- 
tions as the democratization and demilitarization of Ger- 
many, and the payment of reparations to countries which 
suffered from German occupation, 

As a result of post-war Anglo-American policy, the Brit- 
ish and American zones of occupation of Germany were 
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united into a jointly administered, bi-zonal territory—which 
has been given the name of “Bizonia” in the press—so that 
an Anglo-American policy could be unilaterally carried out 
there independently of the Control Council, in which rep- 
resentatives of all four occupying powers participate. 

Our representatives in Germany are today virtually con- 


cerned only with the Soviet zone. A situation has arisen 
which cannot but produce alarm among the German people 
also, since, as the result of the Anglo-American policy, 
there exist the joint zone and other zones, but there is no 
Germany, no single German state. 

The Soviet Union considers it necessary that the de- 
cisions of the Yalta and Potsdam conferences on the Ger- 
man question, decisions which provided for the restoration 
+ aca as a single, democratic state, should be put into 
effect. 

Moreover, in the Soviet Union it is entirely understood 
that the joint zone is not Germany and that the German 
people has a right to the existence of its own state, which, 
it goes without saying, must be a democratic state and must 
not create the threat of new aggression for other peace- 
loving states. 

At the present time there exists an Anglo-American plan 
—by giving some time to calm the population of the Anglo- 
American zone of Germany—for basing themselves here 
on the former German capitalists who were recently the 
Hitlerite support, and for utilizing with their aid the joint 
zone with its Ruhr industrial basin as a threat against those 
countries which do not display Slavish submissiveness with 
regard to the Anglo-American plans for domination in 
Europe. 

But these adventurist plans, based on Germany, will lead 
to nothing good, and, it goes without saying, will be re- 
jected by democratic Europe. 

From the example of the German question, one can see 
how widely present-day Anglo-American principles diverge 
from the principles of the Soviet state, how Anglo-American 
principles are steeped in open imperialism, while the Soviet 
Union stands firmly on democratic positions. 

The Soviet Union, in common with other democratic 
states, stands for peace and international collaboration on 
democratic principles. Under present conditions, this de- 
mands the uniting of all forces of the anti-imperialist and 
democratic camp in Europe and beyond the boundaries of 
Europe, so that an insurmountable barrier shall be created 
against imperialism, which is becoming more active, and 
against its new policy of aggression. 


. RALLYING Democracy 


The rallying of democratic forces and courageous strug- 
gle against imperialism in its new plans for war adventures 
will unite the peoples into a powerful army, the equal of 





which cannot be possessed by imperialism, which denies the 
democratic rights of the people, infringing on the sover- 
eighty of the nations and basing its plans on threats and 
adventures. 

Uneasiness and alarm are growing in the imperialist 
ranks, since everybody sees that the ground is shaking under 
the feet of imperialism, while the forces of democracy and 
socialism are daily growing and consolidating. 

What can the policy of imperialism offer people? Noth- 
ing but strengthening of oppression, the rebirth of the 
vestiges of hated Fascism and imperialistic adventures. 

It is necessary to open the peoples’ eyes and to unite all 
the democratic and anti-imperialistic forces in order to foil 
any plans for the economic enslavement of nations and any 
new adventures on the part of the imperialists. 

The historic experience of the Soviet Union has confirmed 
the justice of the great Lenin’s words on the invincibility 
of the people which took power into their hands. Lenin 
said: “One can never conquer a people where the majority 
of workers and peasants have realized, sensed and seen that 
they are upholding their own sovereign power, the power 
of the working people, the victory of whose cause, if up- 
held, will secure for them and their children the possibility 
of enjoying all the benefits of culture, all the achievements 
of human labor.” 

The task of our time is to unite all the anti-imperialistic 
and democratic forces of the nations into one mighty camp, 
welded together by the unity of their vital interests, against 
the imperialist and anti-democratic camp and its policy of 
enslavement of the peoples and new adventures. 

A sober attitude to the matter shows simultaneously that 
in our time new imperialistic adventures constitute a dan- 
gerous game with the destinies of capitalism. 

Certain ministers and Senators may fail to understand 
that. But if the anti-imperialist and democratic camp con- 
solidates its forces and utilizes all its opportunities, it will 
force the imperialists to be wiser and to conduct themselves 
more calmly. It must be surmised that capitalism is not 
interested in speeding up its own collapse. 

On entering that thirty-first year of the great October 
Socialist revolution we look back on the path traversed with 
satisfaction. The successes of the Soviet state are great. 
Socialism has deeply entered into our whole life. Under 
the conditions of Soviet power a new generation has already 
grown up which is beginning to spread its eagle wings. It 
must be recognized that the most important gain of our 
revolution is the new moral character and ideological 
growth of the people as Soviet patriots. 

This relates to the entire Soviet people, in the towns 
and in the countryside, to the workers by hand and by 
brain. This is the really majestic success of the October 
Revolution of world historical importance. 


Russia’s Spreading Power 


WHAT I SAW IN EUROPE AND THE NEAR EAST 


By RUSSELL BARNES, Foreign Affairs Commentator, The Detroit News, Detroit, Michigan 
Delivered before the Economic Club of Detroit, Detroit, Michigan, September 15, 1947 


HEN I appeared here two years ago, I made two 
points with respect to relations between the United 
States and Russia. The first point I made was that 
I did not think a shooting war between the United States 
and Russia would come within the predictable future. The 
second point was that in my opinion it would be possible 


for Russia and the United States to work out their differ- 
ences and live together peaceably in the world. 

Now, with regard to the first point, I still stand on that 
position. I do not think that we are going to have a shooting 
war between the United States and Russia within any period 
that anybody could possibly predict at this time. And, if 
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I had to venture an opinion, I would say that there could 
not possibly be a war for probably fifteen years. 

But I do not think that it is possible for the United States 
to live in the world alongside Russia without either the 
United States or Russia giving ground. In other words, I 
think that we have embarked upon a conflict that is going 
to last probably the lifetime of all of us here, and possibly 
longer. 

Now, at the beginning here, by way of summary, I pre- 
pared ten points which outline the present opinions I have 
regarding relations between the United States and Russia. 


1. The first point is, there is no ducking the conflict with 
Russia. Even though we do not force the issue, the Russians 
will. 

2. The conflict may never deteriorate into a shooting war, 
at least for a long time, although it would be extremely 
risky to proceed on the theory that we will not have to fight. 

3. The Russian position at this point is so weak, econom- 
ically and politically, that it is probable that the Soviets 
would go to great lengths to avoid war. 


4. In the struggle with the United States, the Russians 
will presumably rely for victory on their ability to create 
conditions of mass misery and confusion throughout the 
world, counting on the desperate masses to turn for relief 
to Communism. 


5. The strength of the Russian movement stems first from 
the Communist fanatical conviction that capitalism is doomed 
and is now in its death struggle, and that the Communists 
are certain to inherit the world; and, second, from the 
aggressiveness, discipline and political knowhow of the Com- 
munist management. 


6. The weakness of Russia stems from inability so far to 
solve production problems, bureaucratic tendencies which 
develop in most organizations when they get too big, and the 
tact that all Soviet countries have developed into police states 
in which the ordinary man enjoys little liberty, and life be- 
comes extremely drab. 

7. At the present time the Western Powers hold all the 
high cards, industrially, militarily, and in respect to man- 
power, with the highly important exception that the Red 
Army dominates the continent, and if we have the courage 
and wisdom to play our cards correctly, in my opinion we are 
certain to win. 

8. In this struggle with the Communists for world 
domination, when it is determined who our allies are, at 
what points we intend to stand to resist Soviet expansion 
and to do our utmost to keep the allies strong and to hold 
the critical areas. 


9. If most of the world goes Communist, and the United 
States is left virtually alone, we would be forced to ge 
totalitarian ourselves to meet our internal problems and to 
protect ourselves. 

10. Tenth, and last, traditional American democracy, if 
made dynamic, not merely talked about on the 4th of July, 
or in newspaper editorials, more than meets the Communist 
ideological challenge. 

Now, those are the points I see that sum up my present 
viewpoint on relations between the United States and Russia. 
and it will be evident from the points I have outlined today, 
I believe, that Russian Communists aim at nothing less than 
world domination, that their program calls for nothing less 
than destruction of Western democracy and capitalism. 

I recognize it is possible that Stalin and Company may 
have retreated from extreme Marxian views, that they are 
playing now for imperial Russia and not for the world 
revolution. Now, that is the viewpoint of many Americans, 


and I do not doubt their sincerity. They still think it is 
possible to play ball with the Kremlin, despite the events of 
the last few years. 

I hope they are right. It would make the future happier 
for all of us, because the problem of dealing with one power 
on the old-fashioned basis of power politics is much simpler 
than combating an organization of fanatics bent on world 
revolution. 

But, personally, I believe the Russian Communists are 
shooting for the world revolution. I don’t know how any- 
body can hold a contrary view if he reads Russian publica- 
tions and Communist literature, and watches Russian politi- 
cal maneuvering. It is possible, of course, that the Russian 
Communists do not mean all they say, that they are merely 
putting out propaganda to buck up their supporters, and, of 
course, to stimulate their adherents and sympathizers in the 
United States and other countries to go out and weaken the 
foreign policies of the United States and other countries, and 
thus smooth the path for Russian foreign policy. 


But, personally, | think it is dangerous to conclude that 
the Russian Communists do not mean what they say, that 
they are merely putting out propaganda, because we learned 
in the 30’s that Hitler and the Nazis did mean what they 
said. We came out of the last war with victory by the skin 
of our teeth, and what I have observed of the Russians in 
action inside Russia and throughout the Balkans indicates 
that they are extremely sincere, aggressive, competent, 
humorless men, who usually mean what they say, and say 
what they mean. 


This is about as good a place as any to clear the point of 
whether we are going to have a shooting war with Russia. 
Personally, I do not expect it, as I said, for at least 15 
years, or 20 years, if ever, although there is always danger 
that some incident may flame up along the critical frontiers, 
which could spread into another World War. The most 
dangerous points at present are Greece, Italy, Iran and 
Turkey, but my guess would be that if some serious incident 
would arise, Russia would help us isolate that point and 
suppress the danger. I do not think the Russians are any 
more anxious for war than we are, for these reasons: 


We have the atomic bomb. We could reconstitute fairly 
quickly the armies, air forces, and navies that fought this 
last war. Our industrial supremacy is overwhelming. The 
large majority of people in the present Russian satellite 
states in Eastern Europe would welcome the opportunity to 
drop their present Communist minority governments. 


The Russians are weak industrially, and have not had time 
to stock food and strategic materials against another all-out 
war. The morale of the Russian people, because of the 
sufferings, privations of the last war, is now too low to 
support an offensive war, although they certainly would resist 
attempted invasion. 

Now, along those points I talked with Ambassador Bedell 
Smith at Moscow, and with men in the military attache’s 
office, and according to their estimates,—and I would be 
inclined to accept them, because they are practical military 
men and not civilians,—their estimate of the present Russian 
position is that their top men are extremely good, as good 
generals as you would find in any army in the world. They 
also have some excellent tanks. Our military attache was 
very much impressed with the tanks he saw. The army 
itself has good morale, but it is extremely spottily equipped. 
Some of the divisions are as modern as any divisions in the 
world, but others have almost as primitive equipment as 
Genghis Khan had, who invaded the western world. So 
there is no generalizing about the Russian Army, because the 
quality ranges all the way from the best to among the worst. 
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I talked to them about the atomic bomb. They did not 
seem to think that it was possible for the Russians at this 
time to manufacture a bomb, unless they could discover some 
quick process or some cut rate process. They did not think 
that the Russians are too dumb to make an atomic bomb. In 
fact, the ambassador told me that from all that he had been 
able to learn, the Russian scientists were as good, and, he 
added, possibly better than the scientists of any other country. 
In other words, they have got the scientific know-how. 

But what it comes down to is their ability to manufacture. 

The present situation—I am getting a little broader here 
than I intended at this point, but the present Russian indus- 
trial position is that they cannot produce enough consumer 
goods to even bring the Russian people onto a subsistent level 
that we would think possible here for people to live on. 
There are several reasons for the inability of the Russians 
to produce enough goods. The fact is that they cannot, and 
their major weakness is lack of practical production men, 
factory foremen, and other forms of skilled labor, that can 
take over a project and put it through by Detroit standards. 
They simply do not have those men, and an American 
engineer who has done a great deal of work in there, and 
who knows the Russian end as well and the American, told 
me that he thought it would be at least a generation before 
Russia could produce the production men, the skilled labor, 
and the foremen necessary to approximate American mass 
production. 

The point that I am making is that Russia is so hard up 
now for production men, so hard up for machine tools and 
all the other resources necessary to maintain their own 
economy, that they could not afford to divert from the ordi- 
nary production enough of their men and their materials and 
their machines to embark upon a full scale atomic program. 

Now, that does not mean, of course, that possibly they 
may not work out a quicker process. Just because we had to 
spend two billion dollars and go through all the waste 
motion we did in making the first atomic bomb, it does not 
necessarily mean anybody else will have to repeat. But 
according to our present knowledge, and from our knowledge 
of Russia, it does not seem possible that the Russians in under 
ten years could produce a bomb, if then. 

One of our top men at Moscow said that if the American 
people were willing to devote the money and the energy, he 
did not think that the Russians could ever catch up with us 
in scientific warfare. He said it would be like trying to catch 
up with an express train. 

I think there is another point with respect to this atomic 
bomb, before I go on, and that is that I do not think that the 
Russians think that we would drop that bomb, and the 
probability is that we would not drop the first one. My own 
judgment is that quite possibly the atomic bomb is now in 
the same category as poisonous gas used to be, that it was 
used in the first World War, it was not used in this war 
at all, but everybody was braced to use it if somebody 
started it. That is my analysis of the atomic bomb situation 
at the present time. In fact, I have been told, although I 
have no way of verifying it, that all our plans are based on 
dropping the second bomb. But after we get one, we will 
be all set to give them more and better than we got on that 
first one. 

But the point that I wanted to make is that I think that 
the Russians feel confidently that we are not going to drop 
the bomb, and therefore they need not worry too much about 
it. 
I hate to talk too much about the war, but I have been 









asked so many questions since I got back, that it seems to be 
on the public mind, and I would like to do anything that I 
could to clear it up. 

But in my judgment if a war did develop between Russia 
and the United States now, the Russians would be very 
much of a pushover. 

After I was in Russia, after I saw the condition of the 
Russian people, the kind of clothes they had, the shortages 
of food, shortages of housing, the apathetic spirit that most 
of them had, I cease to worry very much about a war with 
Russia, at least within a period of fifteen years. And, as I 
said, that viewpoint was borne out by the calculations of the 
people in our Moscow embassy. Every way you figure, the 
Russians are so inferior, that in a stand-up war, a war on a 
global basis, it would not be difficult to take, unless we made 
the mistake that the Germans did and tried to invade, be- 
cause I think they would fight a defensive war, and I think 
they probably would put up a good defense, because of the 
advantage they have in territorial set-up. 

The real danger to this country, the real danger to the 
western world, does not come on the military side. It comes 
on the political side. I do not think we can be too hysterical, 
too much aroused by the danger of Communist infiltration, 
Communist propaganda, Communist ability to seize power 
and hold it from a minority position, because from what | 
have seen of their operations in Eastern Europe, and the 
Middle East, I give them very extremely high marks for 
their knowledge of the way the ordinary human mind works, 
their ability to organize, and their ability to capture power 
with a very small number of people. 

I am going to illustrate that point by talking briefly about 
two countries, which happen to be good examples of Com- 
munist technique. The first country is Greece. 

Greece is a country which, because of Communist agita- 
tion, because of Communist exploitation of internal political 
problems, because of Communist exploitation of poverty and 
war devastation, was pushed to the point where it was ripe 
for the Communists to take over. 

If you knew Communist ways of conducting propaganda 
and maneuvering, you could have predicted a year ago, when 
Manuilsky the Ukranian political minister, complained to 
the United Nations that Greece was fomenting trouble in 
the Balkans, that the Greeks were engendering a Balkan war. 

Now, that was the tip-off that the Communists intended 
to try to pick off Greece at that particular time. From a 
propaganda position, they were beating the rest of the world 
to the punch. They were accusing the Greeks of attempting 
something they intended to do themselves. Then they started 
moving guerrilla bands from bases in Albania, Yugoslavia, 
and Bulgaria, into Greece. And what did they do after they 
got in there? They burned villages, they destroyed crops, 
they drove off livestock. They did everything they could to 
drive those Greek people, the farmers of northern Greece, 
off their land and back on southern Greece. 

What was the result of that? The first was that Greek 
food production was cut enormously. The second result was 
that the Greek government had to feed about a million 
refugees from the north. In other words, about one out of 
seven Greek people had to be maintained by the government, 
because of this Communist raiding along the frontiers to 
create confusion and misery in northern Greece. 

In terms of the United States it would be about the same 
as if bands would raid across the Canadian frontier, down as 
far as the Ohio River, burning, destroying, and raising as 
much hell as they could. They brought Greece to a position 
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where I think that if we had not stepped in when we did, 
Greece would be a Communist satellite state at this time, 
and would be a Communist satellite state, mind you, not 
because a majority of Greeks wanted it, but because there 
was a militant, ruthless, disciplined minority of about 15 per 
cent, that knew what they wanted and knew how to move in 
and take it. 

Frankly, I do not know whether we are going to be able 
to hold Greece. When we took over, the situation was so 
much against us that I do not think the odds were even that 
we could hold it. The Greek people had given up. They 
were sending all their capital out of the country that they 
could, so that the commercial attache at Athens told me 
there was far more Greek capital outside of Greece than 
there was inside. In other words, people were getting their 
money out, so that in case of a Communist coup, they would 
have money to live on when they got abroad. That situation 
got so bad that the banks had to stop making construction 
loans, because the people weren’t spending the money for 
factories, machines and pay rolls, but simply buying foreign 
exchange in the black market to get out of Greece. 

So Greece up to two months ago and even now is just a 
shell of a country, and it cannot be maintained unless we 
maintain it by the threat of force, if they force the issue, 
and by putting in enough food, and so forth, to keep them 
going this next winter. 

But the main thing that we must do in Greece, the main 
thing that we must do in most countries in Europe, is to 
establish enough self-confidence that the people will buckle 
down to work, knowing that they have got a chance to do 
something. 

In Greece, for example, they do not even repair their 
houses, they haven’t repaired their roads, they have done 
nothing to recover from the war, simply because they feel 
they will lose their money in time if they do, because the 
Communists will take over. Until we can convince those 
people that there is not going to be a Communist revolution 
in Greece, Greece is going to teeter in the balance, and if we 
do not put in the necessary money and support, I think it 
will go Communist. 


As you move north across that frontier into Bulgaria, you 
see what happens after they take over. I don’t know what the 
present percentage of Communists in Bulgaria is, but the 
best information I could get was that in a free election, 
probably less than 10 per cent of the Bulgarian people would 
vote Communist. 

That is understandable when you figure Bulgaria is made 
up largely of small independent farmers. There are not the 
great landed estates in Bulgaria as there have been in 
Rumania and Hungary and other places. In other words, 
it is a country of small capitalist farmers and storekeepers. 
So it is understandable that that figure of not more than 10 
per cent of the Bulgarians are actually Communists is 
accurate. 


It is certainly true that they haven’t got a majority. And 
yet the Communists are running the Bulgarian government, 
and I do not think there is a chance in the world of getting 
them out, short of another European war or some disaster 
which would give the people a chance to rise up. 

Now, why? 

The first thing that Dimitroff, the Prime Minister,—he 
was the former Secretary-General of the Commintern,—the 
first thing Dimitroff did when he came in was to purge the 
army. In other words, they kicked out all officers who 
were not Communist sympathizers, they purged it from top 
to bottom, until they have had in effect what was a branch 
of the Red Army. 


The next thing they did was organize what they call a 
militia. The militia is nothing but another branch of the 
army. It is uniformed, it has got tanks, it has got automatic 
weapons, it has got everything. That militia in Bulgaria now 
runs around 60,000 men. 

Then they reorganized and purged the police forces so 
that they were all Communists or Communist sympathizers. 

Then they organized an unofficial Communist army, that 
was estimated by our military attache at probably around 
three hundred thousand. That unofficial army is made up 
of solid party members who can be relied on in an emergency, 
and they have all been given arms up to sub-machine guns. 

There you have got the army, you have got the militia, 
you have got the police, you have got their unofficial army. 
I left out their labor corps. Men, that they are not sure 
would support the Communist government, are not put in 
the regular army. They are put in a labor corps. In that 
labor corps go the Jews, the Turks, any other people they 
do not think are absolutely reliable. But that organization 
is a militarized body, too, although it is not put on the same 
level of reliability as the other army. 

The next step, then, was to pick up all the weapons from 
the peasant farmers. I do not think they have got them all, 
because the peasant farmer gets to be pretty good at hiding 
his weapons. But they went as far as they could in taking 
weapons away from everybody in Bulgaria who was not a 
Communist sympathizer. 

So as of now, the Communist minority government, which 
probably hasn’t the support of more than 10 per cent of the 
people, has got the army, they have got the militia, they have 
got the police force, they have got the unofficial army, they 
have got the labor corps. And against them nobody has any 
arms; theoretically, anyway. So in case of any trouble in 
Bulgaria, Dimitroff has got enough armed forces to smash 
any rebellion, even though he holds probably not more than 
10 per cent of the people. 

On the economic side, they have brought in a new issue 
of money printed in Moscow. Then they announced that 
the old money was no good any longer. They insisted that 
to get the new money, you had to deposit your old money in 
the bank. And after all the money had been deposited in the 
bank, they put on a capital levy which ranged from 5 to 70 
per cent. 

So they not only got a lot of money for their treasury, but 
they were also in a position to take the money away from the 
wealthy people, people who might cause them trouble. 

Then they put through a law controlling the press, and 
controlling public security, which is worded so vaguely that 
they can do anything under it they please. 

So, to tie that all up, you have got a situation in Bulgaria 
in which a minority government was able to seize power; 
after it seized power it was able to root itself in so it is 
impossible for anybody to get it out short of a revolution. 

Now, those countries are two examples. Countries on the 
firing line now, the danger points, are Italy, and to a less 
extent, France. The same tactics that I have been talking 
about are being used in Italy and in France, in order to dump 
those governments and permit the Communist minority to 
come in and take over. They are particularly interested in 
Italy and France, because if they get Italy, they are moving 
farther west, they are also getting control of the Vatican 
City area, and they are getting an outlet into the open 
Mediterranean. If they would get France, they would, of 
course, be to the open Atlantic, at the opposite end, and their 
position on the continent would be enormously strengthened. 

This ability of the Communists to spread propaganda, to 
organize internally, to capture countries from a minority 
position, and to hold them after they get them, to my mind 
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is a far more dangerous threat to the United States, to the 
western world, to democracy, capitalism, or what have you, 
than any threat of a shooting war, because they do know that 
job a whole lot better than we do. In fact, in a lot of re- 
spects we are pretty stupid. 

In Europe at the present time there is very little American 
information being put out. By “American information” I 
simply mean the news, the truth of what is going on in this 
country. If you are in Europe, an ordinary person, about all 
you get is the Communist version of what is happening in 
the United States. And since that is all the information they 
get, that is what they believe. 

At Moscow we met a Yugoslav who had graduated from 
Taft School in this country, and then from Princeton Uni- 
versity. Then he went back. He had been living behind 
what is known as the Iron Curtain for all these years. We 
were having lunch together at the Moscow Hotel, and he 
was sympathizing with the depression, the hard times, the 
unemployment, and all the rest of it we had in the United 
States. I told him that that was nonsense, that we had full 
employment, that we had the highest standard of living that 
we ever had, that there was no depression, no industrial 
trouble in the United States. He didn’t believe me. And I 
called over Morris Childs, the Editor of the New York 
Daily Worker, whom I happen to know quite well, and 
Childs finally convinced this Yugoslav, who was a graduate 
of Princeton University, that America was not on the rocks, 
that we did have full employment, more jobs than ever 
before, and a higher standard of living. 

But if this Princeton man had that idea, after having lived 
in the United States, and known something about it, you 
can imagine what the great masses of people in Europe think 
about the United States, because they are getting all their 
information over the Moscow radio, or through Tass. 

So I am very much concerned about that phase of pre- 
senting the American case, although maybe Mr. Coffin here 
can do more about it, besause it was Congress who knocked 
out the appropriations in this last session to maintain that 
information program. 

He says the Senate put it back, but not all, I do not 
believe. 

I am going to talk a little bit now about the internal Rus- 
sian system, because from what I have been asked since I 
got back, I do not think it is very clear how the Russian 
system actually works. I think I can make it plainer to you 
if I tell you that, if you can imagine the United States being 
run by one big corporation, preferably, probably, Mr. Hutch- 
inson’s Chrysler Corporation, then you would have a picture 
of what the Russian system is; because there is one big 
corporation that handles both the economics and the politics 
of the country. There is no separate business organization, 
there is no separate political organization. 

Under that figure of speech, Stalin would be the president 
of the corporation, the board of directors would be the 
Politboro, which is made up of the heads of the various 
Russian departments, including economics as well as politics. 

Now, Molotov, for example. We know of Molotov now 
only on the political side, as Foreign Minister, but all during 
the period of the 20’s and 30’s, Molotov was most active on 
the industrial side. 

But the point I am making is that all the Russian depart- 
ments, the railroads, heavy industry, light industry, retail, 
and so forth, have their heads of their corporations, and they 
sit on this ever-all Soviet board of directors, which is called 
the Politboro. Under this Russian idea, the stockholders of 
this corporation are the people. And this is a little difficult 
to get in, but might say that the Communist Party is a 
committee of the big stockholders. 


But in Russia everything is handled by this one organiza- 
tion. There is no separate government, there is no separate 
industry. 

Now, how are they getting on? Well, from what I saw, 
they are not getting on very well. In fact, Russia and the 
Russians looked worse to me than any people or any country 
that I saw. Of course, there are reasons for that, perfectly 
good reasons. 

Russia did not come out of serfdom until 1864, less than 
one hundred years ago. They never had a good industry. 
Up until the time of World War I, they relied mainly on 
western industry for military supplies and such. They went 
through World War I, in which they suffered a great deal 
of devastation. Then the revolutionary period in which 
there was civil war. Then before they really got on their 
feet, during the 30’s, came World War II, and everything 
west of Moscow was just about as badly smashed as you 
can imagine. You can fly over it and see virtually nothing 
but ruins of forests, marsh land, empty ground. It cannot 
be denied that Russia probably suffered worse in this war 
than any other country, but even considering that, I don’t 
think that Russia could possibly match American production 
because of their set-up; and the trouble with their set-up is 
that it is bureaucratic. It would be the same, you might say, 
as if we turned everything over to the United States Army, 
and as you military men know, there is a tendency in the 
Army to pass the buck. In other words, rather than make 
the decision yourself, you buck it up to somebody else to make 
the decision, and after you get his initials, you are clear. 

Well, that, from what I could learn, is the great weakness 
in Russia today. Nobody wants to make a decision, because 
if he makes the decision and it is the wrong decision, he is 
not only in trouble with his factory manager, but he may be 
in trouble with the government, too. So they all avoid re- 
sponsibility, they all buck decisions to somebody else. 

The second great trouble with Russian industry is that 
they are in a scarcity economy, that is far more extreme 
than we can imagine here. One of the engineers I talked to, 
who is stuck in there—I might as well explain why. When 
he went in on a contract job, he married a Russian woman. 
Now, he can’t get his wife out of the country, because they 
won’t let Russian wives emigrate with their foreign hus- 
bands. So he is staying there in order to stay with his wife, 
rather than leaving. 


But he is not unsympathetic to the Russian cause, and he 
had, it seemed to me, the attitude of an engineer and scien- 
tist. He told me that he did not think that the Russians for 
a generation would be able to get into real mass production, 
simply because they couldn’t build up stock piles of electric 
motors, raw materials, and so forth, to feed a production line 
properly. 

As he described it, he said that they like to set up a line 
half a mile long, but then the motor on some machine on 
that line will burn out, and they haven’t a spare motor to 
shove in, with the result that they have got to hold up the 
operation of the line until they can rewind that motor, or 
whatever it is you do to the motor. 

He said he worked for a while, incidentally, on this Ford 
tire plant that was shipped over there. He said the trouble 
with that was in order to make tires, you have got to have 
various raw materials, chemicals. He said they were always 
running out of various chemicals, and then would have to 
stop and rework the formula in order to operate without that 
particular chemical. 


He told me on one factory job he had had to have small 
brass nuts. When the time came that he had to have those nuts, 
he went to his factory manager and asked for them. The 
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factory manager said he didn’t have them, he would have 
to make them. So he eventually took a half-inch brass rod, 
he said, and turned it down, cut it and bored it out. He 
said by American cost accounting figures, that he would 
figure that those nuts must have cost him at least $5 apiece, 
but he said that is the way you had to operate in Russia; 
if you didn’t have something, you had to make it. 

The labor situation I think you will find interesting. 
They have labor unions over there, but a Russian labor 
union can’t bargain on wages or working conditions. The 
Russian union is restricted to speeding up production and 
cutting costs. 

They can talk about welfare, but that is about all. 

But in Russia at the present time, everything is run by 
the government, everybody works for the government, 
everybody lives off the government. Everybody is afraid of 
the government. And that to my mind is the greatest 


criticism of the Russian system. I think quite possibly they 
might be able to produce enough goods to cover their needs, 
although not with a living standard such as we have. | 
think possibly they might be able to get a certain amount of 
happiness out of the system. But I do know this, and I think 
this is the greatest criticism of the Soviet system, and the 
greatest criticism of the socialist system I have seen, and 
that is that they are police states, that everybody is afraid 
of the police, everybody is afraid to speak out because the 
police will pick them up, and as a result of this fear of the 
police, as a result of the control of information, control of 
the theatre, control of all forms of production, I am certain 
that the American people would never consent to live under 
such a system, because it is a complete negation of everything 
that we people in the United States have considered was 
necessary to make life happy and to keep the human being 
a decent human being. 


Twentieth Century Threats to Liberty 


“TO THINE OWNSELF BE TRUE” 
By MERWIN K. HART, President of the National Economic Council, Inc., New York, N. Y. 
Delivered before the National Society Magna Charta Dames, New York, N. Y., October 28, 1947 


should be more ready to hear about Twentieth Cen- 
tury threats to liberty than the National Society 
Magna Charta Dames. 

And of these threats there are plenty, though all stem 
from one general fact. That fact is that the American 
people have not yet realized that having grown rich and 
great because of the full flowering of their liberties under 
the American system, many of the vital seeds of which were 
planted at Runnymede, they have become the object of 
envy of the rest of the world. And because of this envy 
the strongest power in the world has long been scheming 
actively and aggressively to despoil her, and to reduce to 
slavery those of her citizens who are not Communists and 
whom they are willing to let live. 

Moreover, we Americans are preoccupied with the bene- 
fits of our civilization, and are so engrossed in the effort 
to comply with the multitudinous regulations and controls 
in which our politicians in Washington have enmeshed us, 
that most of us do not yet realize that unless we awaken 
as we have not yet awakened, the American Republic will 
not last more than from one to five years longer. 


Soviet Russia has been honest enough to tell us of her 
intentions—if we would but read and ponder the writings 
and utterances of her leaders, and if we would but make 
the obvious inference when we are insulted and defamed, 
and even when our airmen are shot down in cold blood. 
Soviet Russia has shown, in Poland and Yugoslavia as well 
as in nine other European countries, precisely what happens 
when she seizes and takes over a country. 

In Switzerland a few weeks ago, a lady who had fled 
sometime ago from one of the countries since taken over 
by Soviet Russia, read me a letter from an older sister 
still living in that country. This letter related that an 
order had gone out that day that in future all house doors 
were to remain unlocked at night. She knew what that 
meant—the wholesale carrying away of men with the 
liquidation of many of them; the wholesale violating of 
the women; the wholesale looting of all personal property 
that could readily be carried away. 


(J siesta be m no organization in the United States 


If Soviet Russia’s obvious plans are carried out, all that 
will some day happen in the United States. 
* * ° * 


I have said the threats to our liberty spring from the 
fact that most of us Americans have been asleep. 

What are these threats? Some of them are domestic, 
some foreign. Let us consider first some of the domestic 
threats. 

Now I have many friends, as I am sure you have, who 
readily say they abhor the very idea of Communism. Yet 
many of them have been persuaded to look with favor upon 
some measures practically identical in context with planks 
of the communist platform. Of course these measures are 
not labeled communist—the wily people back of them are 
too clever for that. They are labeled with nice sounding 
phrases suggesting that they will bring “welfare,” “democ- 
racy,” “a more abundant life” and such like. Their sup- 
porters argue for them with plausability. And since those 
who argue for them have been thoroughly trained, if not 
in Moscow then by persons who have sat at the feet of 
those who have been in Moscow, they usually overcome 
very easily most of those who try to argue against them. 

A certain poll was taken a few months ago by one of 
the great national polling agencies. Those interrogated were 
asked if they favored the so-called Taft-Hartley Law, that 
federal act by which some of the more important labor 
laws were amended at the last session of Congress. More 
than 62% of those questioned were against that law. 

Then, at another time, a different tack was taken. This 
time those interrogated were asked ten questions, Each 
was asked whether he would favor the insertion of ten 
specific provisions into the labor laws. The vote in favor of 
these specific provisions ran from 40 per cent to 80 per 
cent of all those interrogated. And then it developed that 
those ten provisions were the essential provisions of the 
Taft-Hartley law! 

The fact is, therefore, that those interrogated simply did 
not know what the Taft-Hartley law was. They had ac- 
cepted the labels of the skilled leftwing propagandists who 
have been damning it as a “slave law.” When they were 
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told what the law really contained a large majority were 
in favor of it. 

So, too, while a very high majority of the American 
people would tell any polling agency they were opposed 
to Communism, yet substantial votes—possibly even a ma- 
jority—could be found to favor some of the communist 
planks themselves. 

Since many citizens seem not to realize the simple mathe- 
matical law that the whole is no other than the sum of 
its parts, they do not see that if a law is passed that is a 
part of Communism, we have by just so much moved toward 
the communist goal. 

Let us examine some of these communist planks which 
are so readily okayed by unsuspecting and unknowing 
Americans. 

One of them is the strong current demand for reinstate- 
ment of price control. Of course some good Americans 
favor price control who are not Communists. But none the 
less, the demand stems directly from the communist program. 
According to the newspapers, only last week, at a meeting 
held in the City of New York, a distinguished and high- 
minded Bishop of the Episcopal Church openly threw his 
support to this project. If the good Bishop read the Daily 
Worker, or PM, or some of the other extreme left-wing 
publications, he would know the source of this insistence 
upon price control. But, naturally, his time is taken up 
with being a bishop. He apparently thinks the question of 
whether we should or should not have price control is one 
that can pass upon purely from emotion and without ref- 
erence to fundamental economics. That is the kind of 
person Communists love, and they have many dupes in 
this country that are of that kind. Those barons at Run- 
nymede who forced from a despotic king recognition of 
those vital principles whose protection Anglo-Saxons have 
enjoyed ever since, were asserting their independence. What 
the Bishop and his colleagues did was to assert their depend- 
ence. They were running to the government and asking it 
with respect to this important matter to take them over. 
They were telling the executive—the modern king, if you 
please—that they wanted him to take back control over an 
important part of their lives. While they did not suspect 
it, they were playing straight into the hands of totalitarian 
government. 

. . + * 

Another present-day threat to our liberty is the demand 
for a federal FEPC law, which has its counterpart in the 
so-called Anti-Discrimination laws of New York, New 
Jersey and one or two other States. The principle of this 
law is an important part of the communist platform. Yet, 
like the other parts, it is glossed over and painted up, and 
made to look eminently fair. 

You know what these anti-discrimination laws are. They 
forbid, under penalty of many years of imprisonment and 
many thousands of dollars of fines for each offense, dis- 
crimination by an employer against any person because of 
race, color, creed, or national origin. Here in New York 
State we have a Commission of five men (each drawing 
$10,000 a year) who are, of course, at work building up 
a new and additional bureaucracy. If you were prosecuted 
by this Commission because, let us say, a Negro applied 
for a job and you decided that, on the whole, his services 
would not be as satisfactory to you as those of a Chinese, 
or it might even be a Caucasian, the Commission would 
decide what your real grounds were. They would officially 
pronounce what was in your mind when you decided not 
to employ this man. 

This law at best seeks the impossible end of bringing 
harmony among people by forcing them to work together 


whether they wish to or not. At worst, it is one of the 
greatest causes of discord the Communists have yet thought 
up. And Communism thrives best when discord is greatest. 

And if you doubt the Communists are the real authors 
of this measure, let me tell you that this pamphlet which 
I hold in my hand, entitled “The Negroes In a Soviet 
America,” and which was published in 1935 by the Com- 
munist Party of the U.S.A., urges the Negroes of the 
Southern States to rise in bloody revolt against the Whites, 
seize those States, form a Soviet Republic, and affiliate with 
the Soviet Union. And on page 38 of this pamphlet you 
will see that it advocates as an intermediate step that any 
act of discrimination or of prejudice against a Negro should 
be made a crime. That is precisely what Governor Dewey’s 
Anti-Discrimination law in New York does, and what the 
proposed FEPC law in Washington would do. 

Yet many good people have swallowed this measure solely 
because the sugar coating looked good. 


* . * * 


As a third instance of a domestic threat to our liberty, 
let me point out the fierce efforts made a couple of years 
ago to pass a so-called Full Employment law. This law, 
in its original form, would have given the federal govern- 
ment the most extraordinary powers over employment— 
powers perhaps greater than those now existing in England 
under the regulation which took effect October Ist, under 
which the government can assign men to jobs anywhere 
and force them to take them. This, like the other two 
propositions I have mentioned, is a leaf straight out of the 
communist book. If these three, and about a dozen other 
proposals were to be enacted, we would presently have 
complete totalitarianism in the United States. It might be 
called something else; bt in effect we would be regimented 
beyond the power of the people to redeem themselves, short 
of violent revolution. And in event of attempted revolution 
against our bureaucratic masters, it would be found that 
they held most of the good cards. 

Fortunately, this full employment bill was so emasculated 
that when finally passed it was relatively harmless. It 
merely set up one more bureau for you taxpayers to support. 

t * . * 


Another domestic threat lies in the fact that many, if 
not most, of the members of the left-wing Newspaper Guild, 
which is affiliated with the CIO and which, in the major 
cities of New York and Los Angeles is communist-infiltrated 
if not communist-controlled, have for years been slanting 
the news with respect to major subjects to the people of 
the United States. More particularly they have slanted the 
news out of Washington. One excellent illustration of this 
was the news with respect to the hearings before the House 
and Senate Labor Committees last winter and spring. When 
a labor witness appeared, provided he hewed to the line as 
nearly all of them did, he got generous if not extravagant 
coverage in most of the newspapers. When a witness ap- 
peared, however, who criticized the Wagner Act and other 
labor laws, he got scant treatment in most of the news 
columns—if, indeed, he got any mention at all. 

Now I am not blaming the publishers. Many of them 
would, I think, say to you just about the same things that 
I am saying. But the publishers must secure their news 
through news-gatherers, and if the news-gatherers choose 
to slant the news, that is to distort it in order to reflect their 
own political ideology or that of the Newspaper Guild, then 
the news-gatherers’ editors and publishers never even see the 
truth. Hence the editorial writer, even if disposed to write 
fairly, is not able to do so because he does not have the 
truth before him. 
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Unfortunately, the American people generally are rather 
ignorant of the extent to which their news is slanted and 
distorted. However, I am inclined to believe that in the 
mext year or two they will learn more about this. 

* e ” * 


But foreign threats to American liberty are even greater 
than domestic: Indeed foreign policy largely dominates 
domestic policy, and to a large extent foreign-minded men, 
if not foreigners, determine our foreign policy. 

In my opinion, many decisions of our State Department, 
which in recent years has largely controlled the policy of 
all our departments, have been at best sadly mistaken and 
at the worst have been in their effect tragic for the American 
people of today, and even more for the American people of 
coming generations. 

_ You will remember that George Washington in his Fare- 

well Address warned his fellow countrymen “against the 
insidious wiles of foreign influence.” That injunction was 
observed pretty closely the first 140 years of our nation’s 
existence. Under this policy, and partly because of it, 
America became great. But the Roosevelt Administration 
cast Washington’s injunction to the winds. 

Commencing in 1933, when Mr. Roosevelt recognized 
Soviet Russia, the American Government has been impreg- 
nated with the insidious wiles of Soviet Russian influence. 
The evidence of this is too great to enumerate. Before we 
recognized Russia, Russia agreed that there would be no 
propaganda of Communism from Russia in the United 
States. This agreement was violated from the very start— 
so much so that in 1935 Secretary Hull made formal protest 
to Russia about it. Russia in reply blandly evaded the 
question and the Roosevelt Administration meekly and 
stupidly forgot about it. From that time on Soviet propa- 
ganda became more furious than ever. 

We gave eleven billion dollars of Lend Lease to Soviet 
Russia without exacting from her any promise of any kind 
beyond some silly, vain assertions that democracy would be 
practiced in the countries taken over by Russia. And you 
know how well those assurances have been kept. 

Winston Churchill wanted the American invasion to be 
through the Balkans, but Roosevelt sided with Stalin who 
wished the Balkans for himself—and presently got them. 

At the Yalta Conference Roosevelt agreed to the hand- 
ing over of eleven European countries to the tender mercies 
of Soviet Russia. 

And I could go on almost indefinitely with the enumera- 
tion of ways in which the United States has accepted the 
dictation of the Soviets. It is one long record of stupidity 
and treachery—a record that in the future should make the 
American people hang their heads in shame, if it does not 
indeed lead to the subjugation of America itself by Soviet 
Russia. 

For by the idiotic policy, now happily changing, of the 
American Administration, Soviet agents have been, in effect, 
invited to impregnate every phase of American life. The 
Administration even discriminated against Americans in 
favor of Communists, as when it refused army commissions 
to some men who had been openly opposed to Communism, 
while it gave commissions to some outright Communists. 

Fortunately the present Administration had modified this 
policy. I say modified because the only action adequate for 
the safety of the American people would be complete reversal 
and return to a policy that is American. 

. ” * * 


Il want to mention three current instances of how the 


policy of this great Republic is still subordinated to that of 
Soviet Russia. 


Let me call your attention first to the situation in Italy. 
Italy’s great enemy of course is Yugoslavia. Our Adminis- 
tration disgraced the American people by abandoning Mihail- 
ovitch, the fearless and very real hero of Yugoslavia, and 
by accepting in his stead Tito, the Communist. This course 
was taken because Moscow desired it. 

Then, according to the Italian Treaty, certain vitally 
important parts of Italy were turned over to Yugoslavia 
and the City of Trieste was placed under the control of 
the United Nations, which is just about as good as turning 
it over to Tito. Moreover, the Italian Army, which had 
fought effectively after the surrender of Italy under the 
Unified American-British Command, was deprived of its 
arms and these arms were sent to Italy’s enemy, Yugoslavia. 

It is believed by competent authority in Washington that 
by the time the Senate was ready to act on the Italian 
Treaty, both President Truman and Secretary Marshall 
had cooled considerably on it—as well they might have. 
But it was pushed through the Senate nevertheless, and it 
is understood that the argument in favor of it was that, 
since one of their own colleagues, Senator Vandenberg, had 
had a hand in drafting it, it would not do to turn down 
this handiwork. 


The ratifying of this treaty means the withdrawal within 
a very few weeks now of all English and American troops. 
Thus Italy will be left to its own devices and the Italian 
Army is utterly unprepared to meet any aggressive action 
the Yugoslavians may choose to undertake. Especially in 
view of the fact that our government has gone into Greece 
and Turkey and is spending $400,000,000 of the taxpayers’ 
money to stop Communism there, the action of our govern- 
ment in Italy is strange indeed. For it puts us in the posi- 
tion of spending our national resources to keep the Eastern 
Mediterranean from going communist, while taking action 
in the Mid-Mediterranean that definitely favors the com- 
munizing of Italy. It brings near the communizing of all 
of Europe. 

Thus we have in the American ratification of the Italian 
Treaty a threat to the liberty of the American people. 

* * * * 


American attitude toward Spain is also a threat to Ameri- 
can liberty. There is no country in all Europe with respect 
to which more false propaganda has been conducted in the 
United States. Franco, the Spanish Chief of State since 
the winning of the war in the Spring of 1939, is constantly 
represented to Americans as little short of an ogre. He is 
pictured as cruel, tyrannical and hated by well-nigh all 
Spaniards. 

I was in Spain for some time during the Spanish revolu- 
tion and was there again last summer. I can testify, as 
others can, to the complete falsehoods that many supposedly 
reputable news-writers in the United States have sought 
successfully to foist upon our people. 

Franco won the revolution by means almost entirely of 
Spaniards. Contrary to communist propaganda in the 
United States, no Italians or Germans came into the pic- 
ture until long after the Communists had fomented the 
trouble that precipitated the revolution. As a matter of 
fact, if Franco and his associates had not risen in time, 
Spain would have seen a repetition of all the horrors which 
have taken place in Poland, Yugoslavia and all other coun- 
tries into which Soviet Russia has gone. I believe there is 
not a man or woman in this audience who, understanding 
the real issues would not have been found on the Franco 
side in that revolution. 











Merwin K. Hart 





83 









Under Franco, the Spanish people have gone forward by 
leaps and bounds. But what I want to point out particu- 
larly is the folly of our unfriendly, even hostile attitude 
toward Spain. Spain, in event of war with Russia, would 
be of more value to us than any other country on the 
Continent. And our hostility to Franco—and a childish, 
petulant hostility it has been—has, just as might have been 
expected, solidified the vast proportion of the Spaniards 
in support of Franco. Spaniards like to be dictated to even 
less than most other peoples. They resent the insults we 
have so gratuitously hurled at them. For instance, Presi- 
dent Roosevelt in the Fall of 1942 on the eve of the African 
landing, wrote a most conciliatory letter to Franco, in which 
he told Franco in substance what good friends he and 
Franco were, and how friendly were the governments of 
the United States and Spain. Specifically he told him that 
Spain had nothing to fear from the United Nations. 
After all this our Administration caused a copy of a 
letter he had written on another occasion, expressing strong 
dislike for Franco, to be sent to our Ambassador, Norman 
Armour, at Madrid, with instructions to release it to the 
press. The Spanish Press refused to accept it. Thereupon 
the Administration directed Mr. Armour to mail copies of 
this letter to the Embassy mailing list in Spain of some 
seventy or eighty thousand names. Mr. Armour reluctantly 
complied but shortly afterwards resigned both from his 
ambassadorship and from the foreign service. 


If the Administration was sincere in going into Greece 
and Turkey on the ground that it would stop Communism, 
how can it possibly justify the fact that to a large extent 
the United States has refused to be even friendly with 
Franco Spain? The folly of our attitude is especially ob- 
vious when we remember that Spain controls the gateway 
to the Mediterranean. Spain is the only country in the 
world that has ever defeated Communism. This explains 
why Soviet Russia hates her so cordially; but it is also 
an indication of what great help Spain would bring to the 
United States in the event of war between the United 
States and Soviet Russia. For Spain today has the most 
stable government and is the strongest country this side 
of the iron curtain on the Continent of Europe. 

The height of folly with respect to Spain was reached 
when Spain (as stated by The New York Times of Octo- 
ber 12, 1947) was excluded from a world-wide meteorolog- 
ical reporting organization because that organization had 
become affiliated with the United Nations. Spain had long 
been a member of this meteorological organization, and is 
geographically of especially strategic importance to aviation 
in the reporting of weather over the Atlantic. But the 
left-wing United Nations said she must be dropped. And 
she was dropped. If at some future time a trans-Atlantic 
plane with American passengers should be lost in the At- 
lantic due to weather conditions, it will be entirely possible 
that the fault will lie in the fact that the United States is 
still appeasing Communism. 


Soviet Russia is busy making friends all over the world. 
And through her Communist Parties in many different 
countries, she has attained an astonishing influence. Our 
Administration apparently does not know enough to make 
a friend of the one country in Europe that above all others 
would be our useful ally in the event of war with Russia. 

So here again, I say is a threat to our liberties. 

3 . * * * 


The policy of the United States towards Germany is a 
threat to the liberty of the American people. Obeying alien 
influences, we have yielded to a minority that has long had 
an especial hatred for Germany and for the Germans. Our 


politicians, in order to gratify that hatred, are building up 
Soviet Russia, the greatest enemy America ever had. 

As we should have seen long ago, with Germany prostrate 
the restoration of Europe will be impossible. Only a strong 
Germany can stand as a buffer against Russia. Nothing 
held the seeds of greater folly than our offer, still standing, 
to Russia to make a long term treaty guaranteeing that 
Germany would be kept down. Such a treaty could work 
out only in the interest of Soviet Russia herself. 

The United States should work for the rehabilitation of 
the German people, not only industrially and culturally, 
but, within reasonable limits, militarily. I realize this will 
be heresy in the ears of certain people, who nevertheless say 
nothing about the military strength of Soviet Russia. But 
are we going to be realists, or aren’t we? 

Economically, Germany is today a festering sore whose 
poison may infect the whole world. She is a potential 
menace ideologically to the peace of the world. But hand 
in hand with this there is a potential menace militarily. 
For if we do not help Germany to rearm to the point where 
she can at least defend herself, Russia will. The New York 
Times of October 16th reported that already Soviet Russia 
has organized an army of 100,000 Germans under Field 
Marshall Von Paulus. Yet meanwhile American thinking 
and American policy is still largely conditioned by a hand- 
ful of shrewd alien-minded persons in the offices of certain 
newspapers and magazines and in the government itself. 

The German people cannot and will not be or remain 
neutral: they will either become part of a constantly ex- 
panding Soviet Union, their undoubted genius then being 
used to enslave the earth; or they will rejoin Western 
Civilization and be a buffer state against Soviet Russia. 
And how can Germany be a buffer state if she is not armed? 

Again let us be realistic. Of course Hitler violated the 
Versailles Treaty which limited the size of his army. But 
the important fact is that France and Britain, impregnated 
with socialist and communist propaganda, let him violate 
it when they could have stopped him. No restrictions we 
may put on Germany will be worth a continental if we 
do not have the stamina to continue to enforce them. Eternal 
vigilance not only is, but always will be, the price of 
liberty—a fact most of us Americans too often have 
forgotten. 

* * * * 

Lastly, one of the greatest threats to the liberty of the 
American people lies in the disposition of our government 
and of many excellent individuals outside of our govern- 
ment, to go on the theory that the United States should 
team up with Socialism in Europe as a means of fighting 
Communism. The error of this attitude lies in the fact 
that Communism and Socialism are in effect the same, Com- 
munism being the more ruthless and Socialism the more 
polite of the two. Socialism and Communism are alike de- 
structive of all the liberties of the American people. For 
neither Socialism nor Communism can be effective except 
through force. And force involves the elimination of liberty. 

Great Britain is finding this out today. Her socialistic 
government is blocking out many of the fundamental liber- 
ties of Englishmen. I spent some time in August and Sep- 
tember last in Great Britain, and talked with many people 
including members of Parliament of both the Labor and 
Conservative Parties. The Labor members contend that 
the only force that can defeat Communism, whose dangers 
they readily admit, is Socialism. But increasing numbers 
of the British people, I believe, are coming gradually to 
see that Socialism will mean their downfall. 

Most Conservatives were as much opposed to the Ameri- 
can loan last year of $3,750,000,000 as many Americans 
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were. That loan, as you know, was supposed to last 
Britain three years, and to help her get on her feet. The 
loan is now nearly used up within a year, and conditions 
in Britain are now worse and are steadily deteriorating. I 
hope the United States makes no more loans to any nation 
that practices Socialism. For in so doing she would be 
subsidizing one of the two most evil forces in the world 
today. 


. ” * ad 


It is time to talk plainly. I believe the influence that was 
the author of the Morgenthau plan, if indeed it was not 
the cause that brought us into World War II, is an over- 
ambitious, aggressive, arrogant and ruthless group that 
works mostly behind the scenes. 

This minority has its own private espionage forces. It 
has long practiced intimidation over other Americans. It 
plays upon the timidity of politicians. It reaches into news 
and editorial offices of our journals and periodicals. It is 
powerful in radio and other communications. Its members 
throng the administrative department, and I am advised 
they are much in evidence in our military government in 
(Germany. 

I believe this group has long been persecuting Americans. 
It was clearly at the bottom of the disgraceful attempt to 
send to prison some 30 American men and women—so-called 
seditionists—for the sole reason that these 30 were against 
Communism and had incurred the ill-will of these people. 
One of these thirty has told me that in the midst of the 
persecution one of these persons invited him to lunch and 
urged him to recant, promising him that if he did so the 
way would be open to him to a good position for the rest 
of his life. 

[ believe this minority is responsible for the dire situa- 
tion in Germany today and for attempting to put over on 
the American people the false impression that the Morgen- 
thau plan has been greatly modified. 

It is highly important to this minority and to other Ameri- 
can citizens that this and other agitation for privilege and 
power shall cease and cease now. If it does not cease, there 
will presently be a rising against this group that will be 
disastrous for them and will leave a stain upon our country. 
Because I earnestly hope such a tragedy may be averted, 
| say these plain words now. 

If the American people will frankly face this phase of 
the problem, a large part of our German difficulties will 
he cleared up. To continue to pour our resources into 


Germany and into Europe without thus facing it will 
be folly. 
* = - + 
Shakespeare in Hamlet makes Polonius say to his son 

Laertes in his parting advice as the son sets out on a journey, 

“This above all—to thine own self be true; 

And it shall follow as the night the day, 

Thou canst not then be false to any man.” 


The British, as long as they clung to their ancient liber- 
ties, that dated from Runnymede, were great and powerful 
throughout the world. Now that under a socialist govern- 
ment they are abandoning those liberties, Britain and the 
British people are daily deteriorating in world influence, 
and in ability to be of value even to themselves. 

The people of the United States built up the greatest, 
most powerful, most resourceful and most useful nation in 
the world because the colonists in 1783, by the Revolution 
and the Treaty of Peace, were the first highly intelligent 
people in all human history to become absolutely free. 

That freedom stemmed from Runnymede. It came down 
through other victories won by their British ancestors. It 
was enhanced by those fearless men who braved the Atlan- 
tic, when to cross the Atlantic was indeed perilous, and laid 
the foundation of their homes in the American wilderness. 
It was strengthened through more than a century of suc- 
cessful practice. 

= < * 

I have aimed to describe some of the dangers threatening 
America today. If these dangers are not thwarted; if the 
difficulties in the way of thwarting them are not overcome; 
if America does not go back to the essential principles set 
forth in the Declaration of Independence and the Consti- 
tution of the United States, then Runnymede itself, and 
the winning of all the victories since Runnymede, will be- 
come only memories. Indeed, it is conceivable that a com- 
munistic world government such as the Russian Politburo 
is striving to set up could blot out even the memory of them. 

In conclusion, no one of the many efforts now being made 
to save the United States—indeed, not all of them together 
—are adequate to succeed. We have got to step up this 
effort to regain and defend our liberties to a point far be- 
yond any point yet reached. 

The wily Soviet Russians have a world to conquer. 
effort is too great for them to make. 

Are we Americans willing to raise our effort to the point 
where we can frustrate Soviet Russia? 


No 


“Business and Freedom” 


BEWARE OF ALL CONCENTRATED POWER 


By THOMAS C. BRAIDWOOD, President, Vancouver Board of Trade, Vancouver, Can. 
Delivered before the Canadian Chamber of Commerce, Quebec City, Canada, October 9, 1947 


asked to address this Convention, and I personally ap- 

preciate greatly the opportunity of acting on behalf of 
my Board to make even a small contribution to this Confer- 
ence. 

What I am about to say, undoubtedly, is not likely to 
be agreed to by all, but nevertheless, it is an expression 
of prevailing thought from the Coast Province of British 
Columbia. 

My subject today is “Business and Freedom.” 

Now I know that the unfriendly and the cynical toward 
what, for want of better names, we call capitalism and free 


] DEEM it an honor to my Board in Vancouver to be 


enterprise, would expect that I was going to talk about the 
right of business to do just whatever it pleased—and to hell 
with the public. 

As a matter of fact, I’m not going to talk about anything 
of the sort. Business has accepted a degree of regimenta- 
tion, restriction and control for years past which is infinitely 
more severe than that imposed, for instance, on labor organi- 
zations. It is surrounded by laws and rules and, with rare 
exceptions, it lives within these laws while it performs its 
function of service. 

What I want to do along with you is to try and explore 
the relationship that exists between business in a democracy 
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and personal, individual freedom without which the word 
democracy is meaningless. 

In other words, the kind of freedom I want to talk about 
is the freedom we in North America have had for a long 
while and take for granted. 

It’s the freedom to look your boss in the eye with dis- 
approval and say: “You don’t satisfy me. I’m going to 
change you!” It’s the freedom to do that and not get sent 
to a concentration camp. 

(Remember, now, I’m not dealing in figures of speech. 
In just a narrowing fringe of countries around the western 
edge of Europe can you choose or quit your job or agitate 
against your government without risking your own life and 
the safety of members of your family. That’s what I mean 
when I think of countries where freedom does not exist.) 

The freedom I want to talk about too, is the freedom 
to invite a houseful of friends to spend the evening with 
you without having the military police skulking outside 
your window to report you as a potential oppositionist and 
traitor to the government. 

(Right now in a vast area of the world, all-out Socialism 
has blacked out the lights of domestic hospitality and good 
cheer because such gatherings might build cells of political 
opposition to all-powerful governments. ) 

I want to deal with the kind of freedom that allows you 
to enjoy freedom of religion, freedom of the press, freedom 
of speech, freedom of assembly, bought with untold sacri- 
fice down through the centuries and now, I am convinced, 
not at all understood by the rank and file of our citizens as 
to what is required to keep it. 

If you had to identify just what it is in our kind of society 
in North America that preserves for us the measure of 
freedom we enjoy, what would you say? 

Well, if you were a lawyer, you’d probably claim that 
our freedom will last so long as we have the good old com- 
mon laws of England as the basis of our justice. 

If you happen to be an American you'll probably say its 
the Constitution of the United States superimposed on the 
Magna Charta and the English Comomn Law. 

If you are a school teacher you'll say: Education. 

If you are an editor, you’ll say ““The Press.” 

If you are a minister, you'll say Religion. And so on. 

Now, I am going to say that however much each and all 
of these elements go to make the precious freedom of North 
America, not a single one of them and not all of them to- 
gether can possibly survive as a basis of freedom if one 
fundamental change should occur in the relationship be- 
tween Government and Business. 

The change I refer to is packed with dynamite. It is 
fatal to freedom. And it has happened in our time for us 
to see and be warned if we will. 

It is the vital change that comes when both political and 
economic power are concentrated in a single set of hands. 

Let’s just stop and think about this thing, for it is utterly 
fundamental to a continuance of our way of life. 

I'll reiterate the point this way: If you concentrate politi- 
cal power over the public and economic or business power 
over the public in the hands of the government, freedom 
will be extinguished just as surely as a flame goes out when 
it can’t get oxygen. 

The reason is simple enough: If the government not only 
runs the normal affairs of government but also is the master 
of your livelihood, pays your weekly check, decides whether 
you personally advance, stay still or go down the ladder of 
success in your daily service to the state, you'll not come 
out in the open to oppose the government or organize 
trouble of any kind to disturb it. If you do, you know 


your future will probably be a lot less happy than your past. 


No, unless you are looking for a hero’s hardships and 
grim glory, you'll go along with the people in power. 

If you don’t believe that what I am saying is true, just do 
some private investigating for yourself right around home. 
Start a research into how many civil servants are publicly 
criticizing the government; how many school teachers are 
advocating change and reform in the Board of School Trus- 
tees; how many employees of government or municipally- 
owned public utilities are prepared to talk about some of the 
advantages of taxing publicly and privately owned utilities 
alike, how many employees of C.B.C. would care to go on 
a radio public forum and argue the case in favor of private 
radio; how many employees of the Canadian National Rail- 
ways are prepared to say, publicly, that perhaps it is a very 
good thing for Canada to enjoy the competitive services of 
two railway systems? 

You know as well as I do that heroes are scarce articles. 
The thing about the kind of a society we have that makes 
it possible for a lot of ordinary people to change govern- 
ments, change jobs, choose trades and professions for them- 
selves and their children, work or quit working, pray or play 
golf, listen to Radio Moscow or the Breakfast Club on the 
family radio—the thing that makes it possible for people 
to order their own lives is the personal independence of a 
majority of them from the State, financially or economically. 

More of us can still look at the State, in whatever form 
it is personified by some civil servant or official and say: 
“Well, what do You want?” We can still think of the 
Government as something that was freely elected by us and 
people like us and which, despite its thoroughly unpleasant 
taxing habits, we can regard as a friendly servant and not 
THE BIG BOSS. 

If, suddenly, the majority of people in Canada found that 
the Socialists had had their way and the sources of their 
pay checks had been socialized, how long would it be be- 
fore effectual criticism and opposition to government 
shrivelled up? 

History corfirms the truth of the maxim that all power 
corrupts absolutely. 

And yet, gentlemen, we have earnest souls in this coun- 
try—not totalitarians, by any means—invoking in the name 
of advanced liberalism the economic and political conditions 
that would surely corrupt government into tyranny and in- 
timidate people into abject silence and political impotence. 

We read of people saying blithely that the banks should 
be socialized in Canada. This despite the fact that we have 
the central bank—the Bank of Canada—as a nationalized 
institution and the Industrial Bank. 

Let us pause and reflect on what power of life and death 
over one businessman as against another the government 
would have if it were the common banker for all business— 
or such part of business as was theoretically still free enter- 
prise. 

No democracy in the world has ever had a situation in 
which the government did the country’s industrial and com- 
mercial banking. I submit that, once such a situation came 
to pass, you could write such a country off the list of democ- 
racies for then business would be as subservient to the party 
government in power as was German business to the Hit- 
lerian government that fastened an indescribable rule of 
fear and tyranny on the German people. 

I’m not dealing in bugaboos. I’m talking about history 

. . and facts. National Socialism, Soviet Socialism, 
chuckle-headed socialism of some of our well meaning but 
misguided beneficiaries of free democracy—they all come 
out to the same thing in the end—lost freedom. 

And the Road to Serfdom, as Friederich Hayek made 
clear in his alarmingly prophetic book, like the road to hell, 
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is paved with good intentions and on an easy gradient. The 
descent is made by moving from one little lost freedom, one 
new invasion of individual rights to another, all in the name 
of planned economy or as temporary measures to meet emer- 
gencies. 

The thing that frightens me about British Socialism is 
the danger that this passing generation of tired Britons, 
after nearly a decade of close regimentation, will continue 
to surrender to government the freedoms that made British 
character and British greatness in the past and that a 
younger generation, brought up to know nothing but gov- 
ernment control of their lives, will not reclaim those free- 
doms because it has never really known any other way of 
life. 

I have mentioned planned economy. What a wolf in 
sheep’s clothing that is! 

Truly, it’s a wonderful term for deception. Our Socialist 
friends love it, because who in the world likes to say that 
unlike them, he doesn’t believe in planned economy? 

But gentlemen, the thing that’s wrong with the term is 
that it is applied in totally the wrong way. 

Russia is a completely planned economy; Germany was 
a completely planned economy. Mussolini and his friends 
planned the economy of Italy. Little or nothing was left 
unplanned. 

But there is more planning and more economy in any en- 
lightened democracy under the free enterprise system than 
there ever was in Germany or Italy and than there is today 
in Russia. 

The difference is that the planning in the economic life 
of a democracy goes on in literally thousands of individual 
but closely inter-related economic units, each with its 
own planned economy, each living and dying according 
to its ability to serve the public tastes and demands, 
each ruled by a balance sheet, each run by a company 
of people who, by and large, are where they are be- 
cause they know what it is all about in their own businesses. 
In other words, each run by specialists in performance. They 
must plan. They must be economical. They must be eco- 
nomically solvent. They must live by the hard rules of 
service. To me, that isn’t chaos. That’s the orderliness 
of an individual, economic universe of little suns, stars and 
planets, each moving in its own orbit. Above all, this kind 
of planned economy makes the greatest use of experience, 
releases initiative and talent and LEAVES THE PEOPLE 
FREE, 

A government-planned economy is a totally different 
thing. It is based on the counsels of perfection and it pro- 
gresses through the slough of non-co-operation, conscription 
and compulsion to eventual economic and political dictator- 
ship. 

Planned economies of that kind aren’t new. Every ty- 
rant and dictator in history, every absolute monarch oper- 
ated with a state-planned economy. 

The newest thing in the world is the economy of demo- 
cratic free enterprise. Compared with state-planned econ- 
omy, it is only in its infancy. It is young and revolutionary 
and challenging to the power of people who would rule 
without reference to the common people. 

The planned economy of private business has made politi- 
cal freedom possible. 

It has beaten planned economies in two wars because it 
was more productive and its people had more heart and 
spirit. They were individuals, not unthinking robots. 

Planned economy of private enterprise has liberated men 
from grinding toil, raised living standards, produced stand- 
ards of living which the government of Socialist Russia 
dare not let its people see or hear about. 


Surely some of the captains and sailors of Soviet ships, 
as they walk the streets of New York, Montreal, San Fran- 
cisco and Vancouver, must say, “How remarkable is the 
abundance that comes from the chaos of unplanned, deca- 
dent capitalism.” But they dare not go home and speak 
publicly of what they have seen, for their kind of a planned 
economy does not permit and cannot stand critical compari- 
son with the presumably unplanned economies of free enter- 
prise countries. 

Now, someone may say, as the Socialists often do. “You 
try to make it look as though we have arrived at perfection 
and as though anyone who complains is a Red.” 

Well, let me put it this way: I believe in free enterprise. 
I believe sincerely that it is the basis of all freedom. I be- 
lieve it can go on doing more and more for those who live 
by it. One of the greatest dangers I see to its continuance 
is not that it will bring down the public’s standards of liv- 
ing by depression resulting from cut-throat competition, but 
that it will on the contrary fail to be enterprising and com- 
petitive enough. 

Without having reference to any cases now in the courts 
of either Canada or the United States in connection with 
Combines Act or Anti-Trust law charges, I should like to 
say that it is a wholesome and necessary thing for business to 
be made to compete. 

I know that it can be very nice and comfortable if you 
can cook up a combination of agreeable companies, agree 
on prices, standards of service to the trade, discounts, terri- 
tories, and so on or extend it further, as some companies 
have done, and draw in labor unions to make the combine 
complete and exclusive. 

But if a business is not willing to stay out in the weather 
of competition but wants to shelter in cartels and trusts, 
why should it expect to enjoy the profits and advantages of 
free enterprise? It wants the privileges but not the rigors 
and responsibilities. To me it is always a mystery as to 
why such business operators are surprised when people ad- 
vocate converting their carefully closed economy into a part 
of the state’s planned economy. 

If Britain had forced competition as zealously as the 
governments of Canada and the United States have done— 
and our North American governments have not been 100 
per cent in this regard—I doubt if so many people there 
would now be willing to see the state nationalize British 
industries. 


Vigorous competition within the free enterprise system in 
North America, regardless of what may be said to the con- 
trary, still offers more positive rewards to more people than 
any system of cartels and I am convinced that cartels are a 
greater inducement and incentive for socialization than is 
competition. 

Now, of course, you and I may have some minor differ- 
ences of opinion on the things I have been speaking of to- 
day, but “by and large” we would agree that freedom and 
free enterprise are inseparable. 


We have thought it through. We think we are logical. 
More than that, I believe that the average businessman is 
trained so constantly in the art of recognizing facts when he 
sees them that he would automatically have to admit that 
socialism and communism constituted a better way of life if, 
indeed, they really did. 

But socialism is a system for archangels and not for 
earthbound mortals. It fails mankind because people are 
human. In order to work, it must finally resort to regi- 
mentation and dictatorship. 

Your problem and mine, the problem of statesmen, press, 
the pulpit and the schools, is to teach people how to progress 
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without stepping unwarily into the pitfall of socialism’s all- 
powerful state. The people of Russia, Germany, Italy, 
Austria, Japan all turned away from democracy looking for 
the more abundant life through totalitarianism. They might 
have had freedom but they were trapped into something else. 

The great problem of today is education. It is one of 
educating people to recognize one simple fact: If you con- 
centrate political and economic power in one set of hands, 
you have lost the very basis of freedom. 


In Britain, in Australia and New Zealand the Socialists 
have carried democratic peoples dangerously away from the 
things that make their freedom possible. They are urging 
them to go all the way. 

Here, in Canada and the United States, are we good 
enough to meet and beat this problem of mass education? 
If we can do the job, we can stay free. If we lose out to 
the reactionaries who would take us back to the age-old 
state-planned economy, then we shall have lost our heritage. 


Democracy’s Ticket for the Last Boat 


PERSONNEL ADMINISTRATION 
By THOMAS G. SPATES, Vice President, Personnel Administration, General Foods Corporation, New York, N.Y. 


Delivered at the Twenty-fifth Anniversary, Industrial Relations Section, Princeton University, 
Princeton, N. J., September 18, 1947 


unsolved problems, involving potential disaster to 

more people than at any time in the history of civili- 
zation. These problems remain unsolved not because of the 
lack of scientific progress—not because of the lack of 
knowledge—not because of the lack of basic material re- 
sources. No, these problems remain unsolved because leaders 
at all levels in government, business, and education have paid 
too little attention to the philosophy and techniques of human 
relations at the places where people work. 

Most of these great and grave unsolved problems are 
referred to as “economic” problems and problems of “pro- 
duction.” But those words are descriptive of the effect and 
not the cause. They are symptoms and not the disease. 

Take England, for example. Setting aside for the moment 
our basic respect and admiration for the exceptionally high 
standards of social discipline of the people of England, and 
looking at their problem objectively and unemotionally— 
are we not forced to the conclusion that the underlying cause 
of their present difficulties rests in the traditional attitude of 
the English aristocracy toward the working classes? In no 
advanced industrial country has the master and servant con- 
cept of employer-employe relations persisted so long and 
deeply as it has in England. 

The doctrine of socialism and the practice of nationaliza- 
tion, supplemented by monetary pump-priming from their 
country cousins across the Atlantic, have not only failed to 
solve their so-called “economic” problems, but have resulted 
in a declining curve of production. Nor will the ultimate 
solution be found in England or elsewhere in the contem- 
plated application, by a central government, of additional 
controls over the lives of people. Apparently the miners of 
Grimethorpe, like people everywhere, resent arbitrary de- 
cisions affecting their interests, regardless of the source. 

Some may say that these observations are an absurd over- 
simplification of the complex nature of the problems; and 
that they have their origins in the maladjustments created by 
war. Let’s take a look, then, at a country whose national 
economy was actually favored by the war. 

In Argentina we have a country led by a dictator who 
tried to play Santa Claus to the nation’s workers as a means 
of gaining their support. Now, according to a reliable 
dispatch from Buenos Aires, he too is harassed by labor 
troubles and inflation and, according to his government’s own 
figures, production has dropped recently as much as 40 per 
cent. 

In the absence of high standards of administrative intelli- 
gence applied to human relations, neither socialism nor dic- 
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tatorship seems to provide the solution to those problems 
that have their origins in the way people are treated by their 
bosses, at all levels, in the places where they work. 

However, let’s move a little closer to home to further 
illustrate our thesis. Early in 1946 the head of a great 
American industrial enterprise that many years ago estab- 
lished a favorable reputation, because of a high wage policy 
which has since been maintained, complained publicly of 
serious reductions in productivity on the part of his employes. 
Only within the past few months have we read that the long 
established practice of requiring foremen in that organiza- 
tion to punch time clocks has been abolished. 

Some time ago in the central research laboratories of a 
large company there were evidences of people trouble. In- 
vestigation disclosed that the Ph. D. workers didn’t like the 
way they were being treated by their Ph. D. bosses. The 
solution to that problem was a refresher course, for the 
bosses, in the philosophy and techniques of human relations. 

Last week there visited my office representatives from a 
very large, nationally-known American industry which has 
had for many years a reputation for high standards of per- 
sonnel administration. The sole purpose of their visit was 
to explore material and methods for teaching human rela- 
tions to their 2000 engineers. This action is being taken 
because the absence of the right attitude on the part of these 
college-trained engineers toward the people they supervise 
has been causing trouble and raising problems. There is 
nothing wrong with the pay. It is not exceeded by any 
company in their industry—and the benefit plans of this 
company are among the most generous in the whole country. 

How about the generally agreed upon number one un- 
solved problem in the world today—the relations between 
the people of the U. S. A. and the governing board of the 
U. S. S. R.? Are the underlying causes of that great and 
grave problem related primarily to race, religion, color. 
territory, or economics? No—the cause that underlies all the 
issues between these two powerful nations is how people 
are going to be treated—as servants of the state, or as 
human beings with God-given rights and individual free- 
dom. The main issue is clearly drawn. It is the greatest 
contest in modern history. It presents a far more serious 
threat to our whole philosophy of life than that made by 
Messrs. Hitler and Tojo combined. 

How well equipped are we for this contest? Let’s take 
a look. Like most records, it has two sides. One of them 
is not too encouraging. 

With our Christian inheritance, our Declaration of Inde- 
pendence and our Bill of Rights, we got off to a running 
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start. But in the early period of our industrialization we 
relied almost exclusively upon the theologians to teach our 
leaders the philosophy of human relations that should prevail 
in their organizations. A few hours a month spent at church 
on Sundays, remote from the place of work, proved to be 
inadequate. 

To protect themselves against what they considered in- 
human treatment and exploitation, workers organized— 
sometimes in secret societies—and brought collective pressure 
to attain a greater measure of justice. These activities fre- 
quéntly led to serious conflict and bloodshed. 

Occasionally the government would step in, as a sort of 
referee, and try to lay down some compulsory rules. On one 
notable occasion of government interest, early in the second 
decade of the 20th century, a Commission of the United 
States Senate, after two years of study, reached the following 
conclusion : 


“The question of industrial relations assigned by Con- 
gress to the Commission for investigation is more funda- 
mental and of greater importance to the welfare of the 
nation than any other question except the form of govern- 
ment. The only hope for the solution of the tremendous 
problems created by industrial relations lies in the effective 
use of our democratic institutions and in the rapid exten- 
sion of the principles of democracy to industry.” 


So many leaders of business and education ignored the 
wisdom of that conclusion that when faith in some of our 
basic principles was weakened in the 1930’s by severe 
economic adjustment, the people encouraged their political 
leaders to make profound changes, not only in our doctrines 
and system of government, but also in our philosophy regard- 
ing class distinctions and the dignity of work. 

Only time will bring the final verdict; but there is much 
evidence in recent years to justify the fear that these changes 
have not enhanced our chances in this great and unexpected 
contest that has emerged from World War II. 

However, there were, in the second decade of the 20th 
century, a few leaders of business who saw the connection 
between industrial unrest, conflict and sabotage, and the 
application of our American philosophy of life to the places 
where people work. Through their faith and perseverance, 
there was developed in the 1920’s a great new profession 
which is taking its place alongside the four learned profes- 
sions of law, medicine, theology and teaching, in advancing 
the spiritual and material well-being of humanity. 

The philosophy and techniques of human relations in the 
work environment for which this profession stands are em- 
bodied in a code of personnel administration. It has been 
evolving for the past thirty-five years. This code and its 
practical application are further advanced in the United 
States than any other large country on earth. It has been 
used successfully by many American companies, some of 
which are represented here tonight. It may well be the final 
bulwark of defense anywhere against the doctrine of Com- 
munism., 

There can no longer be any doubt about it—in this coun- 
try, conversion to the doctrine of Communism starts at the 
work place as a result of the way people are treated by their 
bosses at all levels of human organization. Communism is a 
powerful and simple doctrine. It inspires action. It has 
already gained wide acceptance, not only among the organ- 
ized workers, but among large numbers of the unorganized 
intellectuals in every country of western Europe. 

In our own country, due to neglect of the philosophy and 
techniques of human relations at the ‘work place by too many 
leaders of government, business, and education, Communist 
penetration into virtually every field of industry is growing. 


On no less authority than the director of the FBI, the per- 
centage of Communists is higher in this country today than 
it was in Russia in 1917. 

In other words, in our enforced competition with the 
philosophy of Communism we haven’t been doing so well 
lately in spite of our running start, the fine heritage upon 
which we had to build, our miracle of production, and the 
relatively enlightened leadership in many areas of our 
national life. 

Those of us who have, over the years, preached and 
pleaded in our efforts to persuade business leaders, in their 
own and the national interest, to devote an increasingly 
greater proportion of their time to learning about and deal- 
ing with the problems of people, have had a lot to show for 
our time—but never enough. The response of the leaders 
has most always seemed to be too little and too late. 

In these times of impending disaster to so many people, 
do we have anything else to offer? The answer is YES— 
one more major recommendation. 

This recommendation would seem to derive logically from 
our thesis, but it is given special impetus by the realization 
that, after twenty-five years, the Princeton Industrial Rela- 
tions Section is better known outside of Princeton than 
within. That is a circumstance of profoundly disturbing 
significance in the light of the facts of life today. Here in 
the industrial Relations Section is a wealth of literature and 
accumulated experience in human relations at the work place 
which, if put to further use where it will count most in the 
long run, can make an unbelievably effective contribution 
to the preservation of American democracy. 

And where will it count most from here on out? In the 
minds and hearts of the leaders of the future who form the 
student body in our institutions of higher learning. 

Having relied upon the theologians, the leaders of govern- 
ment, the leaders of business—yes, even the leaders of 
organized workers—and found all those resources insufficient 
to meet the paramount challenge of our time .. . that people 
at all levels of human organization everywhere may get 
spiritual as well as material satisfaction from their work 
experience... are we not now justified in turning to the 
leaders of education with this urgent recommendation: that 
a course in human relations be required as a condition of 
graduation from all our institutions of higher learning. 

Why always wait until something goes wrong before giv- 
ing these lessons in human relations to the graduates of our 
technical schools, colleges and universities ? 

Just what am I driving at? Should I be more explicit? 
Well, I'll try. . 

It is not enough for the doctor to heal the sick and increase 
the span of mortal life. In his daily work with his colleagues, 
with hospital staffs, attendants and nurses, he should make 
them feel that they are on the team rather than just with it, 
thereby giving greater meaning to their lives. He should 
practice good human relations. 

It is not enough for the lawyer to adjudicate and improve 
the law. In his law office and department he should help 
people get satisfaction working with the laws and with each 
other. 

It is not enough for engineers and chemists to add to the 
quality and quantity of our physical resources. They should 
also be good personnel administrators and thereby add to the 
sum of human happiness in the daily work experience. 

It is not enough for the government official, either civil 
or military, to handle the taxpayers’ money conscientiously. 
In his contest with those whose work he directs he should 
see to it that their experiences are a confirmation rather than 
a contradiction of the Declaration of Independence and the 
Bill of Rights. 
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It is not enough for the officers and directors of our 
industrial and commercial enterprises, an increasing propor- 
tion of whom are coming from our institutions of higher 
learning, to make a financial success of their businesses. 
They should learn on the campuses of our technical schools, 
colleges, and universities how to eliminate from the work 
environment the disillusionments and frustrations, the emo- 
tional and mental illnesses which form the subversive atti- 
tudes that influence the destinies of nations. 

In view of Princeton’s pioneering and radical step in 1922, 
since followed in a variety of ways by a host of other 
educational institutions, may we not look to her to set the 
example by taking the initiative in implementing this urgent 
recommendation ? 

Yes, I can see the raised eyebrows, the air of skepticism, 
the gestures of protest accorded this recommendation. But 
don’t forget that pioneers of the past in the field of human 









relations have overcome much more difficult obstacles than 
stand in the way of the realization of this practical dream. 
Rest assured that it will become a reality as surely as we are 
here tonight at the twenty-fifth anniversary of the first indus- 
trial relations section in any institution of higher learning 
anywhiere. 

Why do I feel so confident regarding that prediction? 
Here is my answer: 

For the attainment of those goals for which people every- 
where have been striving since the early dawn, there is no 
substitute for sound personnel administration, The stand 
it takes is a powerful one, for the code it represents is 
universal and creative and fulfills the needs of human beings. 
Sound personnel administration stands for principles that 
mankind has evoked out of hope and love for centuries, and 
for the lack of which we might this very day, be coolies of 
a master race. 


The Fight Against National Stupidity 


THE DECLINE OF INDIVIDUAL RESPONSIBILITY 
By LYNDON O. BROWN, President, Knox College, Galesburg, Illinois 
Delivered at University of Illinois Commencement, Urbana, IIll., October 5, 1947 


repaired, you would expect to be presented with a bill 

for services rendered when the job was finished. When 
you have been to a doctor, you expect to receive a bill. If 
you build a house, you expect to have the contractor render 
a statement of costs which must be settled before the house 
belongs to you. No one expects to go to the butcher, the 
automobile dealer, the innkeeper, the wholesaler, or the 
hospital without having a full statement of moneys due 
rendered at the conclusion of his transaction. 

With this commencement convocation you complete a 
laborious course of education at the University of Illinois. 
Yet the joy of this occasion is not marred by having a finan- 
cial officer of the University present you with a full state- 
ment of the cost of services rendered, showing the balance 
you still owe for that education. Such a thought is almost 
unspeakable. Most of you probably feel about as impover- 
ished at this particular moment as you ever will, think “It’s 
all over now,” and perhaps fidget a bit, hoping that this 
address will be completed as quickly as possible so you may 
rush on your way to fame and fortune. 

Yet my main purpose is to show you what an immense 
debt every one of you owes to this University and to society, 
and how you must and can balance your account. What I 
am about to say also applies to every college or university 
graduate in America. 

Some of you are undoubtedly thinking, “But the differ- 
ence between my education and the garage repairs or any 
of those other things you have mentioned, is that I have 
been paying in advance.” ‘That’s true to a limited extent, 
for you have paid certain fees, but let’s look at the facts. 
Taking the most typical case, those of you who are now 
completing a four-year course, the record will show that 
you have paid the University for that education approxi- 
mately $450.00. Now the cost of your education accord- 
ing to a recent public statement by the Lieutenant Governor, 
has been in excess of $4,000.00. This leaves, if my ele- 
mentary arithmetic is correct, not less than $3,550.00 which 
you owe the University of Illinois on this commencement 
day. The figures given are based on the situation at this 
University. In principle they also apply to Knox College 


[’ you were to take an automobile into a garage to be 


and to practically every institution of higher learning in 
America. 

It is unfortunate in a way that this University does not 
make a practice of presenting, with each diploma, an item- 
ized statement of precisely how much each graduate owes 
the institution. This statement would be rendered without 
any thought of collecting in cash, but simply to demonstrate 
the existence of a very real obligation. If every person in 
America who has had the benefits of higher education had 
been made aware of exactly how much of that cost had 
come to him gratis, there would be an entirely different 
attitude toward it in this country. 

Of course, we could remind ourselves that you have also 
been provided with some twelve years of education at gov- 
ernment expense prior to coming to this University. 
This “preliminary” education, which costs approximately 
$2,000.00, is far more than you would have obtained in any 
other country in this world. But I should like to focus 
your attention on the greater qualitative obligation which is 
yours because of the special opportunities made available to 
you as a direct consequence of your university experience. 

In a narrow sense, since you are graduates of this Uni- 
versity, your debt is owed in the first instance to that insti- 
tution. However, there is a basic reason why the colleges 
and universities do not demand a specific accounting from 
their own graduates. These institutions were founded and 
are maintained in the social interest, hence your debt as an 
individual is a broad debt to society. 

Nor may your obligation be satisfied in some small, in- 
consequential manner. Settling down in some community, 
practicing the professional skills you have acquired for your 
own personal gain, joining the right clubs and keeping out 
of trouble may not be very negative, neither are they the 
positive contributions you must make to repay your debt to 
society. There is really only one way in which those who 
have benefited from higher learning can completely square 
their account. This is by your own personal efforts over 
the years, in which you incessantly keep up the fight against 
gross national stupidity. Ordinary, easy-going, average 
“citizenship” is not enough. Only by aggressively apply- 
ing your superior talents and the knowledge acquired 
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through your education in the fight against national stu- 
pidity can you settle your balance with your community, 
your state and your nation. 

Wher I use the term national stupidity, I refer to a con- 
dition, attitude or policy which is sufficiently basic to impair 
the national welfare in the broad historic sense. I am not 
speaking of temporary newspaper headline issues, no mat- 
ter how bold the type, which change with the weather. 
Neither do I mean the political balloons which certain 
candidates for 1948 are blowing up to carry them through 
the presidential conventions, such as the so-called issue of 
“too much government.” Certainly we should not be mis- 
led by the comic-opera displays of a recent Congressional 
committee whose controversy was provoked largely by the 
cheap efforts of small-time Hollywood publicity agents. 
Current labor difficulties of the moment, even legislation 
such as the Taft-Hartley bill, will probably appear unim- 
portant in long range retrospect. The current price crisis, 
which is the surface phenomenon of basic economic condi- 
tions, likewise fails to qualify as material for a national 
stupidity, difficult as our present situation appears to be. 

History delineates the paths which nations, yes even 
civilizations, followed on their decline; paths which in re- 
trospect seem grossly, unbelievably stupid. Nazism pro- 
vides an example very fresh in the memory of every think- 
ing American. It was clear for a long time that the 
maniacal leadership and reckless actions of Nazi Germany 
would soon lead to her downfall; it was a gross national 
stupidity that is difficult even for us who lived contem- 
poraneously with it to comprehend. The French domestic 
and foreign policy of self-preservation at any cost or by 
any device after the first world war is another instance. 
The 20th century British foreign policy of “muddling 
through,” which followed the well-directed, vigorous Vic- 
torian era, was a national stupidity which has placed Eng- 
land, with all her transitory cleverness in diplomacy, in a 
most precarious position today. Merely the mention of 
Japan, and the course of action leading up to Pearl Harbor, 
adds another example to the list. 

These are all recent; we could easily push our historic 
explorations further back. “To come to our own country, 
we have only to remind ourselves of the handling of the 
slavery problem, with its compromises, delays and failure to 
face the central issues which led to what Beard described 
as the “inevitable conflict.” Or beyond that, the “stupid- 
ity” of the British colonial office, which brought on the 
American Revolution, furnishes still another example. 

Nations are ever threatened with drifting into a condi- 
tion which does them irreparable harm. The United States 
is no exception, and failure to recognize the fundamental 
character of the crisis which we presently face would be a 
gross national stupidity. 

Behind the headlines there is only one real issue, which, 
if we fail to resolve it, will go down in history as a gross 
national stupidity in America today. That issue is, CAN 
WE MAKE DEMOCRACY WORK? All other politi- 
cal issues pale by comparison, all others rise from our failure 
to make democracy work in our time. 

Democracy is on trial in our own country. Our enlight- 
ened citizenry vocally complains that government, national, 
state and local, is not fully effective. In its various branches, 
we temporize with poor organization and compromise on 
Fundamental principles. We rush into international doles 
blindly, without thought of consequences. Specialized and 
localized interests tug and haul for immediate selfish gains 
without regard for the national welfare. We dissipate our 


resources unwittingly. We talk continually about the 
“atomic age,” without a constructive policy, much like chil- 
drer, chatter about death while passing a cemetery. 

The wealthiest, strongest nation in the world is gripped 
with mortal fear which springs from lack of confidence in 
a fundamental of social relationships, government. We are 
not even soothed by the narcotic effects of our present false 
prosperity. We tremble at the dangers inherent in our 
position of world power. For the weakness of our democ- 
racy today is attested by every lad who watches a traffic 
policeman repeatedly wink at violations, every newspaper 
which daily reports our criminal record, every observer 
who sees the bickering of incompetent bureaucrats, and 
every citizen who passively sits back in the notion that none 
of this is his personal responsibility. 

Democracy is not an automatic formula for government. 
We cannot sit idly by and expect that it will work by it- 
self. As a matter of fact, democracy is the hardest kind of 
government to operate. Democratic forms of government 
and the machinery of democracy are merely devices through 
which a democratic society governs itself. Democracy, and 
only democracy, can be the government of freedom and in- 
dividual liberty. But democracy is a government of free- 
dom only when free men work incessantly at it. 

If we are to make our republican form of government 
work in this country, we must disabuse ourselves of several 
false notions. In addition to the erroneous assumption that 
democracy is automatic in its action and that its blessings 
can be achieved by the mere existence of its forms, we 
must give up other widely held beliefs. One is the atti- 
tude that democracy is the only absolute and moral form of 
government. Actually, democracy is only one of several 
basic philosophies of social organization, and at certain times 
and places other forms may be much more effective. The 
idea that this nation is destined by fate to force republican 
forms of government on the rest of the world does great 
damage to our ability to make democracy work in this 
country. As T. D. Weldon points out, in his current work 
on States and Morals, “Democracy cannot be exported 
wholesale.” Our current attempt to produce it by impos- 
ing its machinery on the people of Japan, with their par- 
ticular mental set, habits and moral feelings, is a sham. 
The failure of democracy in Germany after World War I 
should have taught us a lesson. In fact, great thinkers on 
the subject of democracy, including Aristotle, Jefferson and 
Toynbee, have made it eminently clear that the success of 
this form of government rests upon the ability of the peoples 
governed to make it work 

James Bryce, author of “The American Commonwealth” 
and perhaps the greatest of all students of American De- 
mocracy, on his last visit dwelt on the utter necessity, in a 
successful democratic government, of active, informed public 
opinion. Elmo Roper, master scholar of public opinion 
today, declared in a speech at Freedom House last spring, 
that “ . . . the functioning of a democracy is dependent to 
a considerable extent upon how many people have opinions 
on how many subjects; and furthermore, the proper func- 
tioning of a democracy is dependent upon the relative in- 
telligence of those opinions.” Roper’s summation is based 
on fourteen years of scientific measurement of public opinion 
and the working of democracy in this country. It departs 
not one whit in principle from Bryce’s climactic conclusion, 
“The State is made up of private citizens, and such as they 
are, such will the State be.” 


As Chauncey Boucher, Abraham Lincoln Lecturer on 
American Civilization at Knox College recently said to our 
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student body, “The success of democracy depends upon the 
self-reliance and self-discipline of the citizen, and the qual- 
ity of a democracy reflects the cultural maturity of its citi- 
zens. 

To see the nature of our present crisis, we must probe 
beneath the machinery of democracy and avoid the generali- 
zations of “social conditions” necessary to make it work. 
We must dig down to the essential foundation, to the least 
common denominator. When we do so, we must go be- 
yond mere identification of the individual citizen, and add 
one further element, responsibility. For the essential foun- 
dation of democracy is individual responsibility of the citi- 
zen. 

Our democracy worked in its earlier history only because 
the men who controlled and operated the government were 
individually responsible citizens. We must realize that in 
the glorious period of the development of our republic, a 
small number of responsible citizens constituted the force 
which made democracy work. In the early days relatively 
few men, many of them familiar figures in American his- 
tory, such as Jefferson, Adams, Hamilton, Madison and 
Marshall, men of supreme individual responsibility were 
democratic government in the United States. Their think- 
ing and their action dominated. As a matter of fact, in 
the government of our founding fathers, even the franchise 
was rather severely restricted. 


Passing through the nineteenth century, we find that 
democracy in America was characterized by dominant lead- 
ership of responsible citizens, and while the franchise was 
broadened considerably, the voting by and large followed 
their leadership. At the local level this situation was most 
clearly evident. In community after community, the “lead- 
ing citizens” were the leaders. So long as the people of 
superior inteligence, ability, morals and responsibility ac- 
tively practiced the art of government and led the general 
electorate, local government in the United States was in- 
telligent and effective. 


In the local communities right here in the state of Illinois 
we had some of the finest examples of democracy in action 
that history has known. There were many parallels in 
other parts of the country, for example, the New England 
communities, with their famous town meetings. The life- 
blood of democracy stemmed from the individual responsi- 
bilities assumed at the local level by the leading citizens of 
the community. 


But conditions in the United States today are far from 
the pattern of our past history. Today we have spread 
the operating phases of democracy to the masses. The num- 
ber of citizens who are not offered the franchise is pro- 
portionately infinitesimal. Furthermore, we find an inde- 
pendence in the exercise of the prerogatives of citizenship 
right down to the least qualified citizen, even though that 
independence may have no more virtue than selling a vote 
to the highest bidder or blindly following a political ma- 
chine. 


As this nation has changed from essentially a village cul- 
ture to a city society, we have failed to provide a means of 
adapting our methods of government so the responsibilities 
of the individual citizen may be made real and effective. 

Our entire social environment has brought effective de- 
mocracy to a dead end. A recent study of over 2000 adults 
in New York shows how the average citizen has isolated 
himself from society. Sixty per cent of the men in skilled 
and unskilled labor groups, and fifty-three per cent of white 
collar workers were not associated with even one social 
group including church clubs as well as all other types. 
The situation with women was even more tragic! 


Unfortunately, the spread of political power to the masses 
in the name of equality has been accompanied by the assum p- 
tion that there is safety in sheer numbers, that the majority 
is inevitably right. Sentimentalists have assured us that we 
will get sound government merely by obtaining numbers 
in voting, without heeding Carlyle’s warning that adding 
idiots does not produce wisdom. vials 

I am not opposing the extension of effective participation 
in government to the masses, but rather am pointing to 
some of its dangers. In itself it need not seriously affect 
the quality of our government. But it so happens that this 
movement has been paralleled by another development 
which, in combination with the spread of political power to 
the masses, places us in our present dangerous position. I 
refer to the decline of individual responsibility in America. 

There is no need to labor the fact that eating at our 
vitals is a social disease which has led to an almost com- 
plete breakdown of personal responsibility of the individual. 
We have degenerated into a nation of self-seeking, irre- 
sponsible people. We shun personal responsibility for good 
government. We think too much of what we get, too little 
of what we give. The worker is too often not a worker; 
in place of pride in workmanship and achievement, we con- 
centrate on how much for how little. In place of the 
blessings of government, we think only of the onerousness 
of taxation. We respect no authority, our manners are 
rude, our aims are selfish. We expect the state to be re- 
sponsible for feeding us, for clothing us, for educating us, 
for preparing for the future. Instead of playing, we want 
to be amused. Instead of getting into the game, we want 
to be spectators. Instead of learning, we insist on being 
taught. Instead of working, we want to be paid for not 
working. Instead of practicing citizenship, we leave it up 
to the politicians. 

The crisis of democracy in America is brought about by 
the lack of individual responsibility of each citizen, in com- 
bination with the spread of democracy to the masses. What 
is the solution? 

Surely no one would propose that we restrict the suffrage. 
Certainly we cannot enforce individual responsibility by 
Gestapo police methods or by passing more and more laws. 
Nor will publicity campaigns to arouse the citizenry, helpful 
as they may be, strike at the heart of the problem. 

Mass education has been offered as one solution. In 
time the spread of education about government will help, 
but teaching more people how to read, write and multiply 
better is a far cry from the intelligent national thinking 
which democracy demands. More vocational training, more 
technical courses and more research will contribute mighty 
little. 

I am in hearty agreement with Norman Cousins, who in 
a recent Saturday Review editorial, decries the present prac- 
tice of settling every problem with the blythe palliative of 
more education. Too much of our so-called education in 
America has nothing to do with social, moral or spiritual 
values, even to the point of excluding those values which 
are the real reason for education. Too much of our school- 
ing is devoted to slicing frogs, parsing verbs, memorizing 
formulae and keeping accounts, too little to the social, moral 
and spiritual values which are essential to a free democratic 
society. There is too much “how,” and too little “why.” 
Too much of our present effort is devoted to making trained 
apes out of young men and women whom God ordained to 
achieve the perfection of man! 

You, and others like you, hold the solution. The sur- 
vival of effective democracy in America depends on active 
participation in government by responsible citizens. This 


means a great deal more than just casting your owm ballot, 
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which alone has precious little influence. It demands aggres- 
sive, intelligent leadership and effective following in all 
phases of the art of government by the people. 

You have yet to develop your skills in leadership. Don’t 
forget the importance of intelligent following. I am re- 
minded of the surprising answer one eastern college received 
on an application blank which asked the question, “Is she 
a good leader?” A thoughtful father replied, “No, but she 
is a mighty good follower!” The subject of leadership has 
been so overworked on commencement platforms that one 
is tempted to recommend the institution of a course on in- 
telligent following, for it is in that way that most of us 
can best practice the art of democracy. 

I am not speaking to potential congressmen and presidents 
in this audience, but to you who will go into your com- 
munities as intelligent citizens. You probably will not be 


at the top of the economic, social or political scale, but 
neither will you be at the botrom. Yours is a two-way 
duty—to lead your associates and to follow intelligent . 
leadership in democracy. For many the pattern should be 
leadership at the local level and intelligent following at the 
state and national. Above all, you must practice and preach 
the necessity for individual responsibility for making democ- 
racy work in America. If democracy fails in America, its 
failure will go down in history as a great national stupidity. 

The State of Illinois, the local communities in which 
you have lived and your national government have made 
a big investment in you, and I have presented the bill today. 
If you will but assume your personal, individual respon- 
sibilities for citizenship in democracy, you will some day 
have paid your debt. You dare not, and I am sure you 
will not fail them. 


Industrial Relations and the Taft-Hartley Law 


SHOULD NOT UNIONS ALSO BE RESPONSIBLE UNDER LAW? 
By CLARENCE W. AVERY, President, Murray Corporation, Detroit, Michigan 
Delivered to the Bond Club of Chicago, Chicago, Ill., September 10, 1947 


' TE ARE all more or less familiar with the history 
of the labor movement for the last twelve years, 
but to refresh our memory, let us give it a pass- 

ing glance. 

Shortly after the advent of the New Deal, the Wagner 
Labor Law was passed. This Law was supposed to eman- 
cipate labor from slave-driving industrialists, and bring 
about perpetual industrial peace. 

The actions of a few unscrupulous employers provided 
an excuse for this law, but we are aware of the fact that 
it has made much political hay. It gave tremendous power 
to ambitious labor leaders, which, coupled with the promo- 
tion of class hatred by politicians little and big, has brought 
about a decade of industrial chaos and strife. 

That the Wagner Act was a one-sided law is an under- 
statement. 

Its interpretation and administration under the New Deal 
were even more one-sided. 

The Law was supposed to apply only to industry engaged 
in inter-state commerce. Interpretation was so broad, how- 
ever, that any small company doing a local business was 
declared in inter-state commerce if it purchased, from a 
local hardware, even nails that were manufactured in an- 
other state. 

Its application has been almost universal. Workers were 
led to believe that our government had ordered them to 
become union members. 

Mass picketing and sitdown strikes to the extent of prop- 
erty confiscation were allowed to go uncurbed. 

If workers were ever slaves to industry, they have not 
only been emancipated, but in turn have been made slaves 
to political unionism. If they did not play ball with the 
union, they were caused mental suffering by taunts and 
threats, and physical suffering by actual violence. Their 


homes were not sacred, but subject to threats and violence 
at the hands of goon squads organized for the purpose of 
intimidating workers into submission to union authority. 
Yes, workers have become truly slaves to unionism, be- 
cause it cannot be escaped wherever they go. 
Please do not misunderstand me. 
unionism. 


I am not against 


I believe that a responsible union, run for the sole benefit 
and welfare of its members, can be a valuable factor in our 
economy. 

But in general we have not had that kind of unionism. 
What we have had has been a kind of political racketeering 
in which irresponsible labor leaders have been far more in- 
terested in the promotion of their own political advantage 
than in the welfare of the worker. 

When the Wagner Law was passed, even though com- 
pletely one-sided, it was recognized as the law of the land 
by industry, which proceeded to do its best under a severe 
handicap. 

As time progressed, the public gradually became more 
and more aware of the ever-increasing excesses of labor 
leaders. Workers, believing that the Law had been passed 
solely for the protection of their rights, became aware of 
the fact that they had become slaves to this new system. 

This thinking on the part of intelligent workers, and the 
public generally, found expression in a recent election in 
the form of a mandate to our government for equalization 
of responsibility. The Taft-Hartley Law was subsequently 
passed. 

Union publicity was immediately turned loose. The pub- 
lic was bombarded with the slogan “Slave-Labor Law,” 
although the knowledge of its provisions was extremely 
limited. 

This publicity has probably affected public opinion ad- 
versely in regard to the Law as such. 

However, based upon reliable information*, we believe 
that a decided majority of the public favors each of its 
provisions, especially that for union liability in case of con- 
tract violation. This is also true of employees. The unions 
have declared war upon this Law and are utilizing every 
means at their command to force its repeal. 

The political strategy is to discredit the need for this Law. 
The unions don’t want it, and if it can be shown that in- 
dustry also doesn’t want it, there will then be strong argu- 
ment for its repeal. 





* Survey by Opinion Research Corporation as reported in the 
September 30, 1947, issue of Look Magazine. 
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That is exactly the reason why the unions are putting 
such tremendous pressure upon industry to evade its provi- 
sions. 

Our recent trouble at the Murray Corporation was based 
entirely upon the provision for union liability. This was 
— new, something unheard of, and not to be toler- 
ated. 

The Taft-Hartley Law is designed to put unions and 
employers upon equal footing in regard to bargaining 
strength. Perhaps you will be interested in a brief reference 
to some of its provisions. 

First, it provides for a new National Labor Relations 
Board of five members instead of the old Board with only 
three members. The new Board will only issue or prose- 
cute complaints, while the old Board prosecuted as well as 
decided cases. The closed shop, formerly permissible, is 
completely outlawed. 

The Union shop was permissible regardless of whether 
a majority of employees wanted it. It is now legal only 
when the majority of employees covered by the contract 
have voted for it in an election conducted by the National 
Labor Relations Board. 

A word here as to the technical difference between closed 
shop and union shop. In a union shop, employees are hired 
by the company but, following a probationary period, must 
become members of the union as a condition of continued 
employment. 

In a closed shop, employees are hired from a list of union 
members and must remain such as a condition of employment. 

Previously, it was an unfair labor practice to refuse to 
bargain with representatives of foremen’s and supervisors’ 
unions. Now, such bargaining is optional on the part of 
the employer. 

Most employers were under the impression that it was 
illegal to express any opinions to their employees. The new 
Law guarantees this right to employers as long as their 
statements do not threaten reprisal or force, or promise 
benefit. 

At the Murray Corporation, for the last ten years, we 
have been writing letters to our employees giving informa- 
tion on vital issues. Later, we shall read a typical example 
of these letters. 

The new Law places a Statute of Limitations of six 
months upon charges based on unfair labor practices. 

Unions as well as employers can now be guilty of unfair 
labor practices. The old Law prohibited only employers 
from coercing employees; now unions also are prohibited 
from such coercion. 

Unions have always interpreted “bargaining,” under the 
old Law, as “agreeing.” When the company failed to agree 
with the union, it was charged with “refusal to bargain 
in good faith,” but only the employer was required to bar- 
gain. Now, unions as well as employers are guilty of unfair 
labor practices if they refuse to bargain. Neither party 
has to agree to a proposal, or make a concession. 

There is now provision for either party to serve a writ- 
ten notice of contract termination or modification on the 
other party sixty days before the expiration date of the 
contract. Employees who strike within the sixty-day period 
cease to be employees. 

Boycotts and jurisdictional strikes are outlawed. 

Employers now, as well as unions, may file a petition 
for an election of union representatives any time a union 
claims recognition. Such elections may not be held by the 
National Labor Relations Board more frequently than every 
twelve months. 

Unless a union has filed with the United States Secretary 
of Labor, its constitution and by-laws and a report of certain 


required information (with copies to the union members), 
the National Labor Relations Board will not: (1) act on 
the union’s petition for an election of representatives; (2) 
accept a petition for a union shop vote; or (3) issue a 
complaint upon a charge filed by the union. 

There are several items of information required, the most 
important of which is this: Affidavits, not more than twelve 
months old, from each of its officers and those of its National 
or International Union certifying that he is not a member 
of the Communist party, does not believe in and is not a 
member of any party that believes in or teaches the over- 
throw of the United States Government by force or unlaw- 
ful methods. 

The unions can now be sued for violation of collective 
bargaining contracts in industries affected by inter-state 
commerce in the United States District Courts. 

A union can sue or be sued as an entity and is responsible 
for the acts of its agents. A judgment can be enforced 
against it as an entity, and against its assets, but not against 
any individual member or his assets. 

Employers may not check off union dues unless authorized 
by the individual employee in writing. 

It now becomes unlawful for the union as well as any 
corporation to make a contribution or expenditure for any 
national election, primary, political convention or caucus. — 
The new Law makes unions, and union bosses, respon- 
sible. It gives the working man new freedom from the 
high-handed actions of irresponsible union officials. 

The Murray Corporation labor relations policy, adopted 
many years ago, is very simple. 

(1) Always be fair. 

(2) Always be firm. 

(3) Never make any contracts that we cannot keep. 

(4) Always keep, to the letter, any contracts that have 

been made. 

(5) Keep employees informed in regard to all major 
issues. 

This policy has been responsible for better-than-average 
labor relations. 

Our contract with the union expired May | of this year. 
At this point, I can kill two birds with one stone. I can 
read to you the promised typical letter to Murray employees, 
which, in turn, will give you the conditions under which 
the strike against the Murray Corporation was called. 


Detroir Factory EMPLOYEES AND THEIR FAMILIES: 


This is the most important letter we have ever written 
you! 

We hope you will read it carefully—think about it— 
make up your own mind. 

From the time we began negotiations in April, we felt 
sure that we would come to an agreement with your Bar- 
gaining Committee and that we could all look forward to 
pleasant relations and steady work at better wages for a 
long time to come. 

As early as May the Company offered to raise wages in 
line with the pattern set for the automotive industry. This 
offer was renewed on June 25 with no strings attached, and 
with the additional offer to pay the higher wages back to 
May 1. 

But, around midnight of July 12, your Bargaining Com- 
mittee asked us to include the following paragraph in the 
new contract: 


“It is understood and agreed that in the event of any 
alleged violation of this contract, there shall be no 
liability on the part of the International Union, Local 
Union or any of their officers, agents or members, and 
the sole recourse and exclusive remedies of the em- 
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ployer in such event shall be those which are specifi- 
cally provided for in this agreement.” 

We are told that the UAW-CIO International Union 
insists on this paragraph in every contract made from this 
time on. 

The proposed paragraph is an attempt to get around the 
section of the new Taft-Hartley Act which is intended to 
make sure that both Union officials and the Company live 
up to contracts. 

We did not agree to the paragraph dictated by the In- 
ternational Union. 

The Company believes that when two parties make a 
contract, both should be responsible for carrying it out. 
The Union officials want the Company to be responsible 
and the Union not responsible. We will be responsible for 
living up to our part. We expect the Union to be respon- 
sible for living up to its part. 

A strike has been called. We are told by your Bargain- 
ing Committee that the authority for the strike is the vote 
passed by your Union in the meeting at Cass Technical 
High School on May 24. 

You know the vote of May 24 did not authorize a 
strike on the basis of disagreement over the International 
Union’s dictated paragraph because that vote was taken 
long before the new labor law was passed. 

At the time this paragraph was introduced the Company 
and the Union had practically reached an agreement. 

Perhaps you didn’t realize this. 

Perhaps you didn’t know that the International’s insistence 
on the “no liability” clause is all that stands in the way of 
your being on the job at higher wages. 

Perhaps you didn’t understand that “liability” under the 
new law does NOT apply to you personally or to any union 
member. 

If you thought it did or have been advised that it does— 
if you thought you might be fined under this law or that 
your property could be taken away—then it is time that 
you know the exact wording of the law on this point. The 
final sentence of paragraph (b), section 301, states: 

“Any money judgment against a labor organization in 

a district court of the United States shall be enforce- 
able only against the organization as an entity and 
against its assets, and shall not be enforceable against 
any individual member or his assets.” 


We have written you this letter to be sure that you know 
the facts. 

We want you to know that we have offered to raise your 
wages—AND THE.OFFER STILL STANDS. 

We want you to know that we have also come to an 
agreement on practically all other matters with your Local 
Bargaining Committee. 

We want you to know that the order from the officers of 
the International Union is the only point holding up a final 
agreement—and the opportunity to get back to work at 
higher pay. 

Why a strike??? 

Why should you and your family be penalized by having 
your income cut off? 

Why should you be picked out to test this law-evasion 
scheme? 

Why be out of work when you could be on the job mak- 
ing good money while the last details of your agreement 
are being ironed out? 

Be sure your Bargaining Committee knows how you feel! 


Very sincerely yours, 


C. W. Avery 
President 





This letter is typical of scores that we have sent to our 
employees at their homes in the last ten years. We believe 
that this type of information, used only when important 
issues arise, is much better than a house organ published 
periodically. 

Our refusal to accept the above blanket immunity clause 
was the sole cause of our strike. 

Legal advice indicated that the use of this clause would 
not be illegal. We have operated successfully for ten years 
under a contract with an irresponsible union. Rejection of 
that clause was very costly to the company, its employees, 
its customers, and its vendors. Why did we do so? 

We did so simply because there was a basic principle in- 
volved. 

Prior to the passage of the new law, the ONLY LE- 
GALLY RECOGNIZED GROUP IN OUR CIVILI- 
ZATION NOT HELD RESPONSIBLE BY LAW 
FOR ITS ACTIONS, WAS THE UNION GROUP. 


A Law has been passed which provides such responsibility. 
We refused to be a party to its evasion. 

In the early days of the strike, union negotiators pointed 
out to us a condition under which the union might become 
liable for actions beyond its control. 

In most companies where a particular union has been 
certified as bargaining agent, there exists one or more groups 
opposed to the bargaining union. It might be possible for 
one of these groups to organize a wildcat strike in a key 
department of such plant, which would close down all plant 
operations and result in heavy losses to the company. 

Under the Law, the company has the right to sue the 
union for recovery of these losses. 


Although, in the past, most wildcat strikes have had the 
blessing of the unions, we recognized here the possibility 
of an unfair liability. 


Every one of our twelve proposals during negotiations 
took this problem into consideration. In substance, we said 
to the union: 


“Take immediate steps to stop such a wildcat strike, 
and give us the right to discipline, by discharge or 
otherwise, participants in such a strike, and we will 
agree not to hold you liable for its results.” 


For more than three weeks, negotiations were very heated, 
with the union demanding complete immunity from all lia- 
bility for any violation of its contract. 


Suddenly, on the 18th of August, four days before the 
effective date of the new Law, there was a complete change 
in attitude. A desire to effect a reasonable settlement was 
indicated by union representatives, and an agreement satis- 
factory to both parties was reached before the end of the 
session. The strike of four weeks’ duration was terminated 
on August 20. 


The vital portion of the agreement specifies that there 
will be no slowdowns or sitdowns during the life of the 
agreement; also, that there will be no strikes whatever in 
connection with three classes of controversies, namely— 


(1) Production standards, for which a special procedure 
is established in the agreement. 

(2) Management’s rights and functions as specified in the 
agreement. 

(3) — to change or add to the agreement during 
its life, 


THE UNION IS LIABLE IN THE EVENT OF 
ANY STRIKE, AUTHORIZED OR UNAUTHOR- 
IZED, ON ANY ONE OF THE ABOVE THREE 
ISSUES. 





Clarence W. Avery 





It is agreed also that the union will not authorize any 
strike on any other issue until the Grievance Procedure has 
been exhausted, the strike has been authorized by the Inter- 
national Union, and at least forty-five days have elapsed 
after the filing of the grievance. 


AGAIN, THE UNION REMAINS LEGALLY 
LIABLE IF THE STRIKE IS CALLED IN VIOLA- 
TION OF THIS PROVISION. 


The union agrees to take immediate steps to end any 
unauthorized stoppages of work, commonly called wildcat 
strikes, by informing its members that such action was un- 
authorized by both the Local and International Union. It 
will also direct members to return promptly to their respec- 
tive jobs and resolve the dispute through the Grievance 
Procedure. 

The agreement then specifies that the union shall have 
no legal liability for unauthorized work stoppages only IF 
IT FULFILLS THE ABOVE COMMITMENTS. 


FAILURE TO DO SO AGAIN SUBJECTS THE 
UNION TO LEGAL LIABILITY. 


The company reserves the right to take disciplinary ac- 
tion, by discharge or otherwise, against any employee who is 
involved in an unauthorized work stoppage. 

The union may appeal this disciplinary action through the 
Grievance Procedure, but agrees not to authorize strike ac- 
tion in connection with such an appeal for forty-five days. 


The company agrees that it will not lock out employees 
over any issue without at least five days’ negotiations at the 
top level of the Grievance Procedure. 

We feel that this agreement is a fair solution to a diffi- 
-ult problem. 


It provides that the union is fully responsible for failure 
to live up to its contract; it limits the union’s legal liability 
to acts for which the union can reasonably be held respon- 
sible; it provides for management discipline of individuals 
for whose conduct the union is not responsible. 

An authorzed strike remairis as the union’s final resort. 
The effectiveness of this agreement as an instrument of in- 
dustrial peace rests upon the good faith and good sense of 
both parties. Obviously, if a union consistently resorts to 
threats of strikes, and strikes, to achieve arbitrary demands, 
eventually it will lose the support of the great majority of 
the sensible members who want to work in peace. 

In ten years of bargaining relations we have had only 
one authorized strike—the one we have just terminated. 
Under this agreement we anticipate that the harmonious 
relations we have had in the past will be maintained. 

Much has been said about Communism in unions, Com- 
munism thrives upon chaos, strife and class hatred. The 
attraction of Communists to any movement where these ele- 
ments prevail is intense. If these elements prevail in the 
activities of a union, the Communists will be there whether 
or not solicited by that union. 

Any young and militant union probably attracts more 
than its share of Communist members. Many of them are 
very able and naturally acquire positions of importance in 
the union. 

Could this be the reason why many unions have in- 
structed their locals to file none of the reports or affidavits 
mentioned in the Taft-Hartley Act? 

Is there any reason why the union group of our civiliza- 
tion should not be responsible under our laws? 

Should the Taft-Hartley Law be repealed just because 
it requires such responsibility ? 

I am asking these questions to stimulate your further 
thinking on this subject. 
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